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REPORT. 



THE SELECT COMMITTEE appointed to take into consideration 
the Eighteenth Report of the Commissioners of Judicial Inquiry in 
Ireland, together with the Depositions forwarded to those Commis- 
sioners by Sir Jonah Barrington, Judge of the High Court of 
Admiralty in Ireland, and other Papers connected with the Conduct 
of Sir Jonah Barrington in the discharge of his judicial functions, 
and to report their Observations thereupon to The House; and 
who were empowered to report the Minutes or the Evidence 

taken before them, from time to time, to The House; Have 

considered the matters referred to them, and have agreed to the 
following REPORT. 



Y 0UR Committe e conceived that they should best fulfil the 
intention of The House by confining their Inquiries to those 
parts of the Eighteenth Report which charge Sir Jonah Barrington with 
having, as Judge of the Admiralty in Ireland, appropriated to his own 
use certain Sums of Money out of the Proceeds lodged in Court in 
the Two derelict Cases of The Nancy and The Redstrand. 

The Committee have considered the Evidence of Mr. Pineau 
before the Commissioners of Inquiry upon which these charges 
were originally founded, together with the Depositions of Sir Jonah 
Barrington, referred to them by order of the House ; and have, in the 
course of this investigation, re-examined Mr. Pineau, and have also 
examined other witnesses, some of them at the request of Sir Jonah 
Barrington. The Evidence taken by the Committee will be found in 
the Appendix ; but they more particularly wish to direct the attention 
ot the House to the important documents which were originally pro- 
duced by Mr. Pineau, and to those which, since the appointment of the 
Committee, have, in consequence of their summons to Mr. Anderson, 
been found by him among the papers of the late Mr. Patrick Hamilton, 
King s Proctor, now in his possession, and concerning which no 
previous inquiry appears to have been made. 

Sir Jonah Barrington having, in a letter to the Secretary to the Lord 
Lieutenant, expressed his wish to come oyer to this country to be 
examined, whenever a Committee should be appointed to consider the 
Report of the Commissioners, the Committee felt it their duty to 
afford him an opportunity of meeting allegations which so seriously 
direct his character. J 
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4 REPORT FROM THE SELECT COMMITTEE 

The explanations which he has given of these allegations, his state- 
ments and examination, will be seen in the Appendix. Sir Jonah 
Barrington also proposed to call witnesses to his general conduct and 
character ; but the Committee did not conceive this to form properly 
any part of this inquiry. 



THE Committee now proceed to recapitulate the circumstances of 
the cases of The Nancy and The Redstrand, as stated in the Report of 
the Commissioners of Inquiry, and as appearing from the additional 
evidence produced before the Committee. 

Case of the Nancy : — In the month of December 1805, the ship 
Nancy and its cargo were sold by the Marshal under a commission 
of appraisement and sale, and the net proceeds, after a payment of 
£.100. on account to the salvors, amounting to £.995. 13s. 4 d., were 
paid into the registry. On the 21st of that month, Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington, by an order in his own hand-writing, directed the registrar to 
hand over to Mr. Patrick Hamilton, at that time the King’s proctor, 
“ one half of these proceeds, to be vested by him forthwith in 
“ Government securities, for the use of His Majesty or the claimants, 
“ according as might, on a final hearing, appear right, and to retain 
“ the other half in his hands to answer such interlocutory orders as 
“ might be made for the expenses and the salvors claims in the cause ; 
“ the registrar deducting his fee.s.” 

This order was obeyed, as appears from the King’s proctor’s receipt 
for £.482. 18s. 8 d. ; which, with £.14. 18s. the registrar’s fees, made 
£.497. 6s. 8 d. Mr. Pineau deposes that he knew from Sir Jonah 
Barrington himself “ that he had this money in his hands.” The 
Committee however apprehend, that the whole of this sum did not 
pass into the "possession of Sir Jonah ; but his appropriation of a large 
part of it has been unexpectedly confirmed by the following memoran- 
dum in his writing, found among the papers of Mr. Patrick Hamilton, 
the King’s proctor, bearing date only two days after the last-mentioned 
order : 



“ IOU, Patrick Hamilton, Esq. £.300. 9s. 2 d. 

“ 23d December 1805. “ J. Barrington .” 

There are also two accounts among the same papers, the former of 
which purports to be the copy of a letter sent to Sir Jonah, in both 
of which this sum is expressly charged as an advance to Sir Jonah 
Barrington out of the £.482. 18s. 10 d. proceeds of the Nancy. 
The remainder of the £.482. 18s. lOd. is stated to have been applied 
in the payment of a balance of £.150 to the salvors, and towards 
£.46. 8 s. 2 d. Crown costs. 

On the 3d of the ensuing January, Sir Jonah Barrington, by an 
order in his own writing, directed a payment of £.200 to Mr. Richard 

Newton 
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Newton Bennet, on an account of the salvors. This order was also 
obeyed, as appears from Mr.Bennet’s receipt. 

On the 8th of May following, Sir Jonah, by an order in his own 
writing, directed the registrar “ forthwith to lodge in the bank of 
“ Messrs. Latouche and Co. in the name and subject to the order of 
« the Judge, the sum of £.200 out of the proceeds in this cause, in 
“ order that it might be invested in Government or other productive 
“ securities for the concerned.” 

This order which appears on its face to be made by the Judge “ in 
chambers,” was brought to the registrar by Mr. Hamilton, King’s 
proctor, and when the registrar proceeded to the bank of Messrs. 
Latouche for the purpose of complying with it, the cashier refused to 
receive the money therein specified, alleging as his reason that Sir 
Jonah had not any account there. On the 13th of May, a draft 
in the writing of Sir Jonah on that bank for £• 100, payable to 
bearer, was presented there by Mr. Whiteway, clerk to Mr. Hamilton, 
King’s proctor, and the registrar being sent for, attended at the Bank 
and paid it. 

Among Mr. Hamilton’s papers is a bill of exchange drawn by Sir 
Jonah Barrington on Mr. Hamilton for £.100 at thirty-one days sight, 
dated on the 11th April 1806, with the following indorsement in 
Mr. Hamilton’s writing, “ This bill paid me by Sir J. B., draft on 
“ Latouche. 12 May 1806.” 

Mr. Pineau in his account delivered to the Commissioners of Inquiry, 
after mentioning the payment of Sir Jonah Barrington’s draft for £. 100, 
states that he “ paid the other £. 100 in like manner.” Upon the 
Committee calling upon him for the particulars of that payment, he 
produced two other drafts of Sir Jonah Barrington, drawn upon 
Messrs. Latouche, one on the 23d May for £. 30 British, and one of 
June 11th for twenty guineas, sent by Sir Jonah with a note to Mr. 
Pineau, desiring an English bill for the sum, and an acknowledgment 
from Lady Barrington for a £. 20 draft, and he alleges that he paid the 
remainder of the £. 200 in a similar manner, but has not been able 
to find the drafts. 

About- the same time Mr. Hawkins, the proctor for the owners 
became very pressing, and applied to the Court of King’s Bench in 
Ireland, for a mandamus to oblige the Judge of the Admiralty to sit 
and decide this cause. The application, after cause shown to the con- 
trary by Sir Jonah Barrington, was granted, and a peremptory mandamus 
issued on the 12th June 1806. The registrar shortly after March 1807 
prepared the draft of report to be made by himself in the execution of 
his official duty, in consequence of directions received from the Judge. 
This draft Sir Jonah Barrington perused, and in his own writing added 
a statement, that the sum of £• 200 ordered by the Judge on the 8th 
May 1806, to be vested in Government securities for the benefit of 
the concerned, had been so vested and was then in the registry. 
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The registrar having declined to make that report, as being totally 
untrue, the Judge wrote to him the following letter : 

“ Dear Sir, 

“ In the case of The Nancy, I request you will make the report 
“ I perused and approved of, stating your having in the registry two 
“ debentures, to the credit of the cause, pursuant to the order of the 
“ 8th of Mav 1806. 

“ I have, upon your making such order, to account with and pay 
“ you over a sum of £.190, being the value (or about it) of such deben- 
“ tures ; and I promise, upon demand by you, to give you my bond 
“ payable forthwith for said sum, or any other security you may deem 
“ proper or necessary for the securing you therein. 

“ 2d September 1807. “ Jonah Barrington .” 

The registrar still declined to make this report conformable to the 
Judge’s request, and never made any report whatever in the cause. 
On the 21st October the Judge pronounced his final decree in this 
cause, by which he awarded £.450 to the salvors, and directed the 
balance of the net proceeds, after deducting £. 76 . 4s. 2d. for the 
costs of the Crown and the registrar’s fees, to be paid over to the 
owners. 

On the 17th of December the owners having become clamorous to 
obtain their money, the Judge made in chambers a written order, 
and thereby after referring to the “ reading the registrar’s report,” 
which, according to Mr. Pineau’s evidence, had never been made, he 
directed Mr. Patrick Hamilton, the King’s proctor, to pay back to 
the registrar £.482. 8 s. 8 d. which he had received under the order 
of the 21st December 1805, with the interest thereof from the time of 
payment. This order was duly served >on Mr. Hamilton, and an 
affidavit thereof produced to the Court ; but, among the papers of 
Mr. Hamilton is a letter from the Judge without date, in which he tells 
him “ the order made on you is by Pineau ; you are not intended to 
“ attend you till I explain it to you.” 

On the back of this letter is an endorsement by Mr. Hamilton, which 
seems to refer it to this transaction, dated on the 18th January 1809, 
stating that in the different droit cases Sir Jonah got between £.500 and 
£.600 in his hands, and although he did not give the King’s proctor 
the money to replace what he had got through his hands, yet, on the 
application of the claimants, he made an order on him (Mr. Hamilton) 
to bring in the money. Being served with it, Mr. Hamilton wrote to 
expostulate with him, and that the above letter was his answer. 

On the 23d of December the Judge made an order in his own writing 
as follows : 

“ The King v. The Nancy. 

“ On reading the order of the 17th instant, and an affidavit of service 
“ thereof, and a certificate that the sum of £. 482. 8s. Sd. therein 
“ mentioned has not been yet paid in ; it is ordered by the Judge that 

“ the 
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“ the registrar do forthwith, out of proceeds in this cause remaining 
“ in his hands, and also out of any other proceeds or lodgments in his 
“ hands as registrar in any cause wherein his Majesty is promovent, 

“ pay over to John Hawkins, the owner’s proctor in this cause, the sum 
“ of £.630, according to the decree in this cause; and said 
“ Hawkins’s receipt for such sum to be a full acquittance and discharge 
“ to said registrar for such sum as he shall pay accordingly out of what- 
“ ever fund the same shall be paid as aforesaid, until the said sum 
“ of £.482. 8 s. 8 d. shall be paid in according to the said order of the 
“ 17th instant. And it is further ordered that the decree in this cause 
“ may be finally made up. 

“ J. Barrington, Judge.” 

“ Dated the 22d December 1807.” 

An additional confirmation of the preceding evidence arises out of 
this singular order, in which the Court, after reciting a certificate of th e 
disobedience of one of its practitioners to its former order of the 17th 
December, for the repayment of a sum of money lodged in his hands, 
instead of awarding an attachment or taking any other step to enforce 
compliance, directs the registrar to make good the deficiency, by the 
appropriation of the funds of any other cause. 

Mr. Pineau, the registrar, avers that although he received this order, 
he did, in fact, make good this deficiency, not from the proceeds of any 
other cause, but from his own private funds. 

Be this as it may, it is clear, from Mr. Hawkins’s receipt, that the Appendix (D.) 
sum of £.630 was actually paid by the registrar as directed. 

It is observable that the order of the 23d December, and the decree of 
21st October preceding, distribute a sum exceeding by £. 160. 10s. 10 d. 
the amount of the net proceeds paid into court : — 





£. 


s. 


d. 


Salvage awarded 21st October - 


450 


_ 


- 


Costs and registrar’s fees, 21st October - 


76 


4 


2 


To Mr. Hawkins, owner’s proctor, 23d December 


630 


- 


- 




1,156 


4 


2 


Net proceeds - - 


- 995 


13 


5 




£. 160 


10 


10 



But it is recited in the order of 3d January 1806, as already mentioned, 
that the salvors had received £. 100 or thereabouts, before the lodgment 
of the proceeds in court. 

The remaining £.60. 10s. 10 d., seems to be taken credit for, as the 
interest on the two sums of £.482. 18 s. 8 d. and £.200 ordered to be 
invested in securities by the orders of 21st December 1805, and 8th Appendix (B.) 
May 1806, and by the accounts, Mr. Hamilton charges Sir Jonah Bar- pp^go & 92. 
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8 REPORT FROM THE SELECT COMMITTEE 

rington with £.50. 13s. as interest on the two sums of £.300. 9s. 2 d., 
and of £.200 appropriated by him to his own use as above stated, 
amounting with those principal sums to £-561. 2s. 2d. 

This sum nearly tallies with that of £.575, which the registrar, by 
his account, claims as due to him from Sir Jonah Barrington on this 
case. 



Case of the Redstrand : — The case of The Redstrand derelict is less 
complicated. On the 12th January 1810, the sum of £. 200 was 
paid by the Marshal into the registry on account of the proceeds in this 
cause ; and on the same day Sir Jonah Barrington, by an order in his 
own writing, directed the registrar to lodge that sum in the bank of Sir 
Thomas Gleadowe & Co., in the name of, and to the credit of the cause. 

A receipt for this sum was given to the registrar by that Bank. It 
appears by an extract from the books of the Bank, that Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington, on the 16th February, drew on this account £. 198 in favour 
of Henry Nolan ; and on the 24th of the same month for £. 140 in 
favour of the same person, being £.138 beyond the sum lodged, which 
balance of £. 138 remains to this day undischarged by him. Subse- 
quently a petition having been presented to the Court by Mr. Henry 
Pine Masters, one of the salvors, Sir Jonah wrote a note at the foot 
of it, bearing date the 29th May 1810, directing the registrar to pay to 
the petitioner £. 40. And Mr. Masters alleges, that at the same time 
Sir Jonah wrote a note to him, requesting that he would not present the 
order for two months ; and at the close of that period Sir Jonah left 
Ireland, to which he has never since returned. 

Mr. Masters, after a considerable time, (upwards of four years) 
finding he could not get his money, prepared a memorial addressed to 
the Lord Lieutenant, stating the circumstances and complaining of the 
conduct of the Judge ; and going to the registrar, he demanded pay- 
ment of his money, otherwise he would immediately present the memo- 
rial which he held in his hand. The registrar anxious, as he states, to 
screen the Judge, on the 8th day of July 1814, paid Mr. Masters the 
money out of his own pocket, and has produced to us his receipt and 
a letter of acknowledgment from Mr. Masters for his good conduct in the 
transaction. Mr. Pineau states that he also paid the sum of £. 9 • 12 s. 9 d. 
on the same account to John Wycherley, another salvor, and pro- 
duces his receipt for that sum, dated 9th March 1815, but it does not 
appear under what authority this payment was made. Wycherley, in 
1815, petitioned the Lord Lieutenant on the subject, and the petition 
being referred to Mr. William Richardson, the present King’s proctor, 
he made a report, dated 31st of July 1815, which, with the documents 
1. accompanying it, will be found in the Appendix. 

From this report it appears that the claim of Wycherley was dis- 
allowed by the Court. This, however, so far as Sir Jonah Barrington is 
concerned, is wholly immaterial. Whether the salvors had claims on the 

net 
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net proceeds of this derelict, or whether the Crown was entitled to the 
whole, the appropriation of them by the Judge to his own use would be 
equally unwarrantable. 

The Committee, however, cannot avoid calling the attention of the 
House to the terms in which the report of the King’s proctor speaks of 
this transaction. 

“ The net proceeds, after all said payments and all disbursements, 

“ amounting to £• 200, were returned by the Marshal into the registry, 

« and the register immediately deposited the same in the bank, which 
« sum is of course still forthcoming, deducting £. 40 paid thereout, under 
“ the subsequent order of Sir Jonah Barrington, the Judge of the 
“ Court, to the said Henry Pine Masters, on account of his charges in 
“ the case of said cargo.” 

The Committee had, on the 8th of May, directed this report to be 
laid before them : but it was not transmitted from the office of the Chief 
Secretary at Dublin, till the 30th of that month. 

Owing to this delay and the return of the witnesses to Ireland, the 
Committee have found it impossible to proceed further in the investiga- 
tion of the circumstances mentioned in this report, which, though not 
bearing upon the case of Sir Jonah Barrington, affect materially the 
practice and course of proceeding of the Admiralty Court and its officers 
at this period. 

Sir Jonah Barrington has, in the examination to which he voluntarily 
offered himself, entered into many details wholly irrelevant, and has 
generally denied the effect of the testimony, and the veracity of Mr. 
Pineau, by whom the transactions were originally disclosed. 

To the arguments, which he grounds on the improbability of Mr. 
Pineau’s either making advances to a large amount from his own funds, 
or allowing those advances, if made, to remain for so many years un- 
settled, unacknowledged and even unclaimed, the Committee allow the 
fullest weight. They are also surprised to find that according to Mr. 
Pineau’s own statement, notwithstanding the large debt which he alleges 
to have been due to him from Sir Jonah Barrington, he continued to pay 
over to Lady Barrington, without deduction, the fees which he annually 
received on Sir Jonah’s account. 

The material allegations, however, which affect Sir Jonah, do not 
depend upon Mr. Pineau’s veracity ; but, as will be seen from the 
foregoing statement, are substantiated by documents, the authenticity 
of which Sir Jonah does not deny. 

Sir Jonah states the order for the payment of the sum of £.482. 18 s. 8 d. 
by the registrar to the King’s proctor in the case of The Nancy, to have 
been made for the purpose of securing the costs of the Crown, and after- 
wards assigns the same reason for the subsequent order for lodging £. 200 
in the same cause at a private bank in the name of the Judge. 
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The whole amount of the King's proctor's taxed bill of costs in this 
case is £.46. 8 s. 2 d., and it is almost unnecessary to add, that the 
terms of those orders evidently would not justify such an application, 
even if the sums therein particularized were not totally disproportioned 
to the alleged object. 

Sir Jonah Barrington also represents the advances which he received 
from Mr. Hamilton to have been wholly a private transaction, and 
declares that he never himself kept any accounts, but that he lost, in the 
year 1812, many letters and documents which would have explained 
the transactions between them. 

It has been shown that Mr. Hamilton expressly charges on the pro- 
ceeds of The Nancy (lodged in his hands for the professed object of 
investiture in Government securities) his advance to Sir Jonah of 
£.300. 9s. 2d. on the 23d December 1805, only two days after that 
lodgment; and that he further states the bill of the 11th April 1806, 
for £.100, drawn upon him by Sir Jonah Barrington, avowedly {o’r 
a private purpose, to have been repaid to him on the 12th of May by 
the draft on the bank of Latouche & Co. where, at that time, Sir Jonah 
Barrington had no account, except for the £.200 which four days before 
he had ordered to be lodged in his own name out of the proceeds of 
The Nancy. 



In the case likewise of The Redstrand, Sir Jonah alleges that the 
deposit of the £.200 at the bank of Sir T. Gleadowe Newcomen, was 
made at the desire of the King's proctor, and that it was drawn for in 
favour of Mr. Nolan at the verbal request of that officer. 



This assertion is, however, wholly unsupported by evidence, and 
appears to the Committee, even if true, not to be of a nature which can 
discharge Sir Jonah from liability for a sum of money so withdrawn 
from the hands of the officer in whose custody it was legally placed. 



The Committee abstain from pointing out other instances, in which 
Sir Jonah makes assertions directly contradicted by papers which he 
admits to be in his own writing, as this may probably proceed from 
defect of memory from his advanced age, and the period of time which 
has elapsed since these transactions took place. Without largely 
allowing for these circumstances, it seems almost impossible to account 
for his having entirely forgotten a fact so remarkable as that of a man- 
damus having issued from the Court of King's Bench to obli-e him to 
decide the case of The Nancy. 



Upon the whole, the Committee are of opinion, That Sir Jonah Bar 

0f , the C i 0Urt of Admiralt T in Ma -d, did in the years 
180o and 180S, under colour of his official authority, apply to his own 
use two sums amounting to £.500. 9 s. 2d. out of the proceeds of the 
derelict ship Nancy, then lodged in the hands of the registrar of that 
ourt , anc tiat e did in the year 1810, in a similar manner, apply to 
h« own use the sum of £. 200 out of the proceeds of the Redstrand 



THE 
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THE Committee having now concluded their Report on the matters 
especially referred to them, cannot refrain from calling the attention of 
the House generally to the extreme irregularity which seems to have 
prevailed for a length of time in the proceedings of the Court of 
Admiralty in Ireland, and more particularly to a circumstance which 
transpired in the course of Mr. Pineau’s evidence. 

Q. “ In reading the order of the 17th December, and the affidavit 
of service thereof, there is a certificate that the sum of £. 482 had 
not yet been paid in? — A. Not been paid to me. 

« You knew it was personally paid to the Judge ? — Yes, from the 
commencement he had it. 

« When did Mr. Hamilton repay that money to the Judge? — Im- 
mediately the money was repaid ; the Judge was in great distress. 

“ You paid the money? — Yes, instantaneously ; I handed it to Mr. 
Hamilton. 

“ So that you knew at the time this order of the 17th of December 
was made, it was a mere mockery ? — Exactly so ; that it was a mere 
mockery, and to give the Committee an idea of it, and the way in 
which I copied the order out, I will mention (I do not know if it is quite 
a fair thing) : “ For the use of His Majesty, £. 482,” written in large 
letters, being a matter that every body in Court understood. The £. 482 
was for the use of His Majesty. 

“ When you wrote it in large letters, did that mean that it was to 
be applied to the use of the Judge? — It was ironically. 

“ That is, that His Majesty would derive no advantage from it ? — 

Yes. 

“ That was the distinction, when you understood it was for the use of 
the Judge, it was written in large letters?— It was ironically written in 
large letters “for the use of His Majesty,” as being ridiculous.” 

The Committee make no comment on this statement, but are of 
opinion that they should not discharge their duty if they neglected to 
bring it under the immediate observation of the House. 



B a 
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WITNESSES. 



Lunse, 4* die Maij, 1829. 



Daniel Pineau, Esq. - 


P- >3 


Mercurii, 6* die Maij, 1829. 
Daniel Pineau , Esq. - 


p. 30 


Veneris, 8® die Maij, 1829. 
John Charles Lyons, Esq. - 
Sir Jonah Barrington ----- 

John Charles Lyons, Esq. ----- 


P- 36 
P- 37 
p. 48 


Lunae, 11 0 die Maij, 1829. 

Sir Jonah Barrington 

John Charles Lyons, Esq. - 

Sir Henry Meredyth, Bart. - 

Sir Jonah Barrington - 

William Richardson, Esq. - 

Sir Jonah Barrington 


P- 50 
P- 55 
P- 56 
P- 59 

- ibid. 

- p. 61 


Luna?, 18° die Maij, 1829. 
Matthew Henry Anderson, Esq. - 

Daniel Pineau, Esq. ----- 


p. 62 
p- 63 


Jovis, 2i°die Maij, 1829. 

Sir Jonah Barrington ----- 

Daniel Pineau, Esq. ----- 


p- 65 
p. 70 
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE. 

I =“ = 

Luna, 4 * die Mai j, 1829 . 

The Right Honourable 

CHARLES WATKIN WILLIAMS WYNN, 

IN THE CHAIR. 



I 



Daniel Pineau, Esq. called in ; and Examined. 



T HE Committee have before them the evidence which you gave the Commis- 
sioners of Inquiry as to the High Court of Admiralty in Ireland ; and they 
are desirous, in the first place, of knowing how the cause of the Nancy origi- 
nated ? — I shall have the honour of acquainting the Committee : It originated in 
consequence of a warrant from that Court, directed to the Marshal thereof, to arrest 
the vessel and cargo of timber in a cause at the suit of His Majesty, as a droit of 
Admiralty in right of the Crown. 

What were the precedings under that warrant? — The vessel was arrested by the 
Marshal of the court on a commission of appraisement and sale, directing the 
Marshal after the arrest to sell the vessel and cargo of timber — I think it was of 
timber. Then the Marshal, in conformity with that commission, sold the vessel 
and cargo, and after deducting certain usual fees and disbursements of his office, 
there remained a sum of 995/. 13s. 4 d. balance, what is called net proceeds, 
which were lodged with the registrar of the Court of Admiralty. 

Who was the registrar at that time ? — I was. 

What was the country to which the vessel belonged ; was it an English vessel? — 
I rather think it was a Scotch vessel. 

What was the ground of the arrest? — That the vessel was found derelict without 
any living person on board. 

When was any sentence pronounced on any part of the case with reference to 
these proceedings ? — There was a decree for that commission of appraisement and 
sale upon a summary proceeding, that the vessel was in a perishable state, and that 
decree was merely for the purpose of selling the vessel and bringing the proceeds 
into the registry ; it had no further instant effect than that. 

When was the final decree? — The final decree was in the year 1807. 

What was the nature of it? — The final decree, was that it was not in derelict, but 
that it was private property, claims having been put in ; and that the salvagors who 
brought in the vessel from sea should be paid a certain quantum of salvage. 

What was the amount of the salvage ? — The amount of that salvage was this: 
there was 200 1 . paid to Mr. Bennett on account. 

What was the amount of salvage on the decree ? — I think I have the decree 
here : it was a large amount, the salvage was : the decree now alluded to was 
taking off the hands of the Crown, awarding a certain sum for salvage, and award- 
ing a balance of 630 1. to the owners. 

Will you produce the decree? — Yes; the final decree is dated the 21st of October 
1807. 

What is its effect? — [The witness reads.] “ In this case it appears that a great 
number of salvagors contributed to the safety of the cargo ; six boats ; and in 
a common case of derelict I should give from one half to two thirds of the value of 
ship and cargo, according to the various circumstances in the decided cases. In 
this case it does not appear that the vessel was a capture ; it forms no part of the 
claimants case, and was not before me by any evidence on the hearing, nor does it 
appear in any of the pleadings alleged. I can therefore only consider it as a fact 
alleged by counsel, but not proved. I cannot at the same time shut my eyes to 
some collateral evidence of this fact appearing upon the records ; this makes a 
293. B 3 material 
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material distinction in the case, and I do not feel myself at liberty to give a decisive 
opinion on a matter not proved before me. In all cases where doubts arise of this 
nature the safest course is to lean to the side of the salvagors, the most merito- 
rious service we know of in a mercantile country. This at all events was a case 
of labour and merit ; the vessel, though she w ould not absolutely sink, yet she 
probably would have gone to pieces, and all would be dispersed and lost. I think, 
therefore, under all the circumstances of the case, a sum of 450 /. is a reasonable 
compensation to so many salvors for their labour and costs. Therefore let 450 /. 
be paid to the promovants Ryan, Power, King, Calford, Bird, Bacon, and their 
crews, for their labour and costs; and let the balance of the net proceeds, after 
deducting 7 61 . 4 &• 2 d., the costs of the Crown, and registry-fees be paid over 
to the owners or their proctor, on record.” 

That is the form of the sentence ? — It is. 

The judge speaks in the first person? — Yes, he does. 

Have you got the order, — Sir Jonah Barrington’s order of the 21st December 
1 805 ?— I have. I produce the order of the 2 1 st of December 1 805, in the hand- 
writing of Sir Jonah Barrington, which order is to pay. “ Let the registrar forth- 
with hand over to His Majesty’s proctor assumed one half of the proceeds now in 
his hands, to be vested by him forthwith in Government securities, for the use of 
His Majesty, or the claimants, as may on the final hearing appear right ; and let 
him retain the other half of the said proceeds in his hands to answer such interlo- 
cutory order as may be made in the expenses and salvors claims in the Court, the 
registrar deducting his fees.” Initialed at the bottom “ J. B.” 

Is it usual in the Irish Court of Admiralty to pay money to a proctor when 
a cause is unadjudicated ? — I never knew an instance before ; it is quite unusual. 

There is no joint application of the parties? — No, nor separate. 

Surely there was a motion in Court that it should be done ?— There was no 
motion at all; the order emanated from the judge himself. 

Without any application whatever ? — None. 

There is no Admiralty proctor there? — The King’s proctor is synonymous with 
that. 

Will you produce the order of the 3rd of January 1806, directing you to pay 
200?. to Mr. Newton Bennett? — The order of the 3rd of January 180b, ordering 
the registrar to pay Richard Newton Bennett, is now produced to this Honoura- 
ble Committee. 

Just read it ? — ft is indorsed “ Our Sovereign Lord the King, in his office of 
Admiralty, against “ the Nancy” and cargo, Ryan and others, salvors, against same ; 
Powers and others, salvors, against same.” “ On reading the affidavits of the 2d 
and 15th of March in these causes, the petition of Richard Newton Bennett, 
esq., one of the Commissioners of appraisement and sale, the Marshal’s return of 
the said commission of appraisement and sale ; and it appearing to the jud«e 
that the salvors have yet only received a sum of 100/. or thereabouts, and the satd 
Richard Newton Bennett, and said salvors, have been at considerable expense. It 
is ordered by the judge, that a sum of 200 /. be paid by the registrar of this court 
out of the net proceeds in his hands in this cause, to the said Richard Newton 
Bennett, the Commissioner in this cause, upon the receipt of the said R. N. Bennett, 
specifying that the same has been received by him on account of all the salvors, 
and of their necessary expenses and costs incurred in this case, and specifying that 
he the said Richard Newton Bennett be accountable for the same upon the hearing 
of the cause ; dated this 3d day of January 1806.” Presented to Mr. Pineau on the 
4th of January by Richard Newton Bennett. This order is signed by Sir Jonah 
Barrington ; the body of the order is not in his handwriting ; but the order is 
signed by Sir Jonah. I present with it this receipt of Richard Newton Bennett of 
the fourth of January 1806, the day on which the order was presented to me; 
I obeyed the order, and presented the money to Mr. Richard Newton Bennett. 

Will you now produce the order of the 8th of May ? — I now produce to this 
Honourable Committee the order of the 8th of May 1806. It is all in the hand- 
writing of Sir Jonah Barrington, the then judge of the court; it is in these words, 
“ Admiralty : Ordered by the judge in his chamber, 8th of May 1 806 ;” “ the Kin<* 
versus the Nancy.” It is “ ordered by the judge in his chambers that Daniel 
Pineau, Esq., the registrar, do forthwith lodge in the bank of Messrs. Latouche 
and Co. the sum of 200 out of the proceeds now in his hands in this cause, the 
same to be lodged in the name of and subject to the order of the judge, that the 
same may be vested in Government or other productive securities for the benefit 

of 
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of the concerned, and for so doing this order is to the said Daniel Pineau a sufficient 
authority. Jonah Barrington.” 

What passed previous to the making of this order— was there any proceedings in 
court ; any motion ? — None whatever ; from the date of the payment to Mr. Bennett 
there was no act or proceeding of any kind in court ; but as well as I recollect, 
there was a cautionary notice from Mr. Hawkins, who was the proctor for the 
owners, cautioning the registrar paying any more money out of the proceeds. 

Had you any private communication with Sir Jonah on the subject of this order 
previous to its being made? — None. 

There was no explanation of it ? — There was no explanation whatsoever. 

Did he state in any way with what view he made this order ; for what purpose 
this money was to be paid ? — He stated nothing to me but what appears in the 
body of the order ; he did not state even that to me. I knew nothing of that order 
till I got it from Mr. Hamilton ; it was quite a surprise on me. 

Have you a memorandum of the cashier at the bank refusing to take this? — 
Yes, I have ; by my going to the bank of Messrs. Latouche and Company in Dub- 
lin for the purpose of obeying that order of the 8th of May 1806, as I was in the 
habit of executing money-orders with punctuality. When I went there I was in- 
formed by, I think, Mr. Dempsey, the cashier, “ Sir,” says he, “ I cannot receive 
any money to the credit of Sir Jonah Barrington, he not having any account in our 
bank.” 

Did you communicate that to Sir Jonah ? — I did not. 

Was that order made an order of Court? — That order I entered on the rule- 
book of the court. I have it here. 

Did you register it? — Yes. 

How came you not to communicate that refusal to take the money to Sir 
Jonah? — I did not feel that it was an order; that w'as a proper one. 

But you obeyed it? — I obeyed it afterwards. 

You obeyed it by going afterwards when they refused to take the money ; but 
how caine you not to communicate to Sir Jonah that they had so refused ? — 1 did 
not think it was necessary for me to do it; I did not feel it; and particularly as I 
had no interview with him from that time until another transaction occurred ; until 
1 was sent for from the bank on the occasion that I will afterwards state. A very 
short interval. 

There was no refusal in writing? — No, it was a verbal thing; I went to lodge 
the money ; Mr. Dempsey said “ I cannot take it.” 

The order was addressed to you as registrar of the court ? — It was. 

You entered that order in the minute-book of the court? — Yes. 

Had you ever, previously, any order of the same nature for the payment of money 
out of the proceeds of any cause in court to the account of the judge ? — Never. 

To any bank ? — Never. 

Did you, on receiving any order contrary to the usual practice, make a remon- 
strance, or any representation ? — No, I did not ; not upon this order 1 did not. 

You conceived yourself bound to obey the order without making any observa- 
tion ? — Y es. 

Was the order made in open court? — No, in his chambers; it was sent to me 
from his chambers. 

Who brought it to you ? — The then King’s proctor. 

Who was that ? — Mr. Patrick Hamilton. 

You have stated the judge had drawn on that bank for 1 00/. on the 13th of May, 
and was refused payment ; in what way was that made known to you, who stated 
to you that the judge had drawn on the bank for 100/. on the 13th of May ? — One 
of the bank-clerks came down to my house, and acquainted me that there was a 
draft which had been presented at the bank drawn by Sir Jonah Barrington for 
100/. on the bank, and there was a person waiting with Sir Jonah’s draft to get the 
money ; I not having been able five days before that to lodge the money then, and 
willing still to perform my duty, as much as I could, the moment the bankers clerk 
came to me and told me that Sir Jonah Barrington had drawn a draft on the bank 
for 100/. and there was a person waiting in the bank to receive that money, I went 
up to the bank, and to that person having Sir Jonah Barrington’s draft I paid 
that 100/. 

Have you the draft there? — Yes, I have. I have the honour to present on 

I this occasion Sir Jonah Barrington’s draft in his own hand-writing; at the top is 

“ 100 1 ” On demand, Pay the bearer 100/., which charge to the account of Jonah 
2 93 - B 4 Barrington ; 
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Barrington ; 13th of May 1806. To Messrs. Latouches bank.” That draft is the 
draft I have just stated that I was sent for to pay at the bank ; I paid that draft at 
the bank ; and I have upon the back of it “ R. Whiteway, at Mr. Hamilton’s, 
13, Anglesey-street.” That Mr. Whiteway was an apprentice to Mr. Hamilton. 
Mr. Hamilton was the confidential person of the judge ; and in that way I paid 
that 100I. 

Is Mr. Whiteway alive? — Mr. Whiteway is dead ; but that is his hand-writing 
on the back of it, and there is the draft of Jonah Barrington. 

You stated that you afterwards paid the other 100/., how did you pay that? — 
In drafts, in a similar manner. 

By drafts on Messrs. Latouche ? — On Messrs. Latouche, drawn by Sir Jonah 
Barrington, paid by me in this way. Those succeeding, drafts were never pre- 
sented at Messrs. Latouches, but they were paid in the kind of way I will have 
the honour to explain for the second too/., to account for the second 100/. 
Here is a draft for 22 1 . 1 5 a. in the hand-writing of Sir Jonah Barrington; the 
w °rds are, “ 22 1 . 15*-: On demand, pay the bearer twenty guineas, which place to 
the account of Jonah Barrington. Messrs. Latouche and Co. 1 ith of June.” 

After you had found that Sir Jonah Barrington, in ignorance that he had no 
money in Messrs. Latouches bank, drew for 100/., which you paid, did you not 
then think it worth while to communicate to Sir Jonah that they had refused to 
receive the money ? — I did not, for this reason ; Mr. Whiteway, who received the 
100/. for Mr. Hamilton, to whom he was apprentice and clerk, and Sir Jonah 
Barrington’s draft being honoured, I thought it totally unnecessary to acquaint him 
with any thing further, having honoured his draft. 

Then you thought it utterly unnecessary to prevent his going on drawing for the 
remaining 100/. which he erroneously supposed was in that bank? — I did not 
acquaint him with any thing further ; I conceived that his draft being paid was 
full notice to him ; I did not acquaint him. 

You knew of Sir Jonah Barrington going on drawing on Latouches? — Yes; 
I paid it as he drew. 

Had you left word at Messrs. Latouches bank, that in case Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington drew any drafts on them they should apprize you of it? — No, I did not. 

How came they to do it? — When I say I did not acquaint Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington of that refusal, it is a very difficult thing for me to say how that transac- 
tion was; 1 think, from the nature of the thing, he must have had some 
intimation that they would not receive the money. I think he must have had some 
intimation of it ; I do not pretend to say accurately whether I did acquaint him 
or not; but to explain the feeling on the subject, he knew they would not take 
the money somehow or other ; that I have no doubt of. 

That you did not communicate to him ? — No. 

How does it appear that Sir Jonah knew they would not take his money? 

I rather think I can show that by a note he wrote ; those subsequent drafts were 
by no means drawn on them ; though they are directed to Latouches, yet they 
never were presented to Latouches. 

Because they sent to you when they were ? — Yes. 

You were going to explain, you thought you could prove Sir Jonah knew some- 
how or other that Latouches would not receive the money ? — I think I can. 
I will tell the Committee what is in my recollection on it, that Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington said in one of those drafts. “ I draw this to be regular,” that is, he meant 
that pursuant to the lodgment the 200 /. should be lodged. 

The inference from that is, that he believed the 200/. w ere lodged in Latouches, 
is it not so? — I don’t know that he believed it; this which I have now the honour 
to present is a draft in the hand-writing of Sir Jonah Barrington ; it appears to be 
dated from his country-house. 

At what time? — It is dated the nth of June 1806; it states “ 22 1 . 15 $. On 
demand pay the bearer twenty guineas, which place to the account of Jonah Bar- 
rington.” Messrs. Latouche & Co., 1 1 th June. 

Who is that directed to ? — That is directed to me. 

Is that Messrs. Latouches bank ? — That meant Latouches bank? — Is not your 
name Daniel? — Yes. J 

This is directed to “ William ?” — It is a mistake of thejudge; myname is Daniel. 

Is there any William Pineau ? — There is no person in the United Kingdom of 
the name but myselt ; there w as a clerk in the Bank of England. I am a French 
Hugonot from Normandy. 

Have 
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I Have you the other? — Yes; I have the honour now to present this 30/. British ; 

“ On demand, pay the bearer 30/., which place to the account of Jonah Barrington ; , 

Messrs. Latouche & Co., 23d of May 1826 that is, British money; the 100?. ^ Ma i8flg 

was Irish money. 

Who was that paid to ? — I sent a bill for that money ; here are the particulars. 

It is a bill for 30/. British ; 33/. 10s. 6d. send to Latouche and Co., 24th May; 
and on the back, “ enclose this bill.” I enclosed that bill pursuant to that order 
to Sir Jonah Barrington, or to Lady Barrington ; I am not sure which. 

Have you any memorandum to whom you paid it? — I have a memorandum ; 
this is my memorandum, 29th of May 1806: — Mrs. Barrington’s letter, acknow- 
ledging the receipt of the 30 /. bill, and Judge’s draught on Messrs. Latouche for the 
amount. This is London, 29th of May ; “ Sir, I have the honour of receiving yours 
the 29th instant ; I return you thanks ; yours ever, C. Barrington,” 64. 

That was mentioned in the letter? — Yes. 

They do not take the other 100/. at the bank ? — They would not take any other 
sum whatever ; if they had I should have lodged it at first. I have another acknow- 
ledgment of Lady Barrington’s for a 20/. draft, aud I have Sir Jonah Bafrington’s 
letter to me, acknowledging the receipt of the 200 1 . in these words: — it is dated 
the 2d of September 1807, “ Dear Sir in the cause. 

You have not exhausted this second 100/. ? — No. 

Had you not better do that? — I cannot make up the whole of the second 100 1 . 
by not having the draft, not being able to find it ; whatever was the deficiency of the 
draft, it is very little ; I believe it is under 20/. 

You have put in three draits ; one for 30/. British, another for 21 /., and another 
for 20 1 . ? — The difference I cannot make up exactly ; but I have Sir Jonah Barring- 
ton's letter, dated the 2d of September 1807, to show that 1 had fully in this kind 
of w ay performed that order of the 8th of May 1 806, which is in these words, and 
in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand-writing: — “ Dear Sir, in the case of the Nancy, 

I request you will make the report I perused and approved of, stating your having 
in the registry two debentures to the credit of the cause, pursuant to the order of 
the 8th of May 1 806. I have, upon your making such order, to account with and 
pay you over a sum of 1 90 being the value (or about it) of such debentures ; and 
I promise, upon demand by you, to give you my bond, payable forthwith, for the 
said sum, or any other security you may deem proper or necessary for the securing 
you therein. Jonah Barrington, 2d September 1807.” I have the honour to submit 
this to the Committee to show my performance and fulfilment of the order of the 
8th of May 1 806. 

Did anything pass between you and Sir Jonah Barrington between the time of 
the payment of these drafts, and the wilting of this letter on the subject?— There 
did ; and Sir Jonah Barrington was anxious that I should report that I had laid 
out that 200/. pursuant to the order of the 8th of May 1806, in debentures, to the 
credit of the cause of the Nancy ; and previously to that letter, Sir Jonah 
Barrington looked over the Report that I had drawn of the state of that cause of 
the Nancy, and of the sums that I had advanced on it ; and Sir Jonah Barrington 
requested me to alter my report by stating those words. 

That report you prepared in consequence of directions you received from 
Sir Jonah, did you? — Yes. 

What directions did Sir Jonah give you ; or had you prepared that report in the 
first instance at your own suggestion ? — I prepared it in my duty as registrar. 

When did you show it to Sir Jonah ? — I showed it to him very shortly after I had 
prepared it. 

When was that? — It was shortly after March 1807. 

That is the report itsell r — Yes, and these are the words. 

You had better read the whole of it? — “ Our Sovereign Lord the King in his 
office of Admiralty a. the brig or vessel found derelict, and claimed as the Nancy, 
and the cargo on board brought into Fetbard.” “ To Sir Jonah Barrington, knight, 

LL.D., lieutenant of the High Court of Admiralty of Ireland, and in the same 
Court Official Principal, and Commissary General and Special, and President, 
and Judge thereof : — May it please your honour, in obedience to your honour’s 
decree and reference of the 14th of March 1807, whereby it was referred to me 
to enquire and report the gross amount, the disbursements, and the net proceeds of 
the vessel and cargo impugnant, together with the sums which the salvors have 
received on account of their claims, and on account of the sums ordered out of the 

( registry to be vested in Government Securities, with the dates of the orders 
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respectively, with the reasonable expenses of the arrest and proceedings on the part 
of His Majesty in this cause. I find the gross amount of the sales of the impugnant 
and cargo, as returned by the Marshal of your Honour’s Court, amount to the 

sumof - £.1,468 19 l 

And I find, by the said Marshal’s return, that the disburse- 
ments on the sales of said impugnant and cargo, amounted to 
the sum of - _ 



And I find the net proceeds - - - £.1 ,095 12 1 

And I find that the Marshal charges by his said return, to have paid to the 
salvagors and suiters in this court, with the consent of the King’s proctor, and 
proctor for the claimants, under an agreement that the same should be allowed by 
them, out of whatever sum the court may please to order them for salvage, the 

samof - - - - - £.99 18 9 

And I find that the Marshal deposited in court, to the credit 
of this cause on the 6th of June 1805, the sum of - - - yg£ 4 



£.1,095 13 4 

And I find by your Honour’s Order of the 4th day of January 1 806, that a further 
sum of 200/. was paid out of the registry to R. N. Bennett, Esq., for and on 
account of the said salvors, which, with the said sum of £. 99. 18 s. gd., so advanced 
by the Marshal, makes the whole amount advanced to the salvors £. 299 1 8 9 

And I find that by your Honour’s Order of the 21st of 
December 1 805, a sum of 482 /. 18 s. 8 d., was paid out of the 
registry to Mr. Patrick Hamilton, the King’s proctor, assumed to 
be by him vested forthwith in Government Securities, for the use 
of His Majesty, or the claimants, which, with the poundage 
thereon of 14/. l8s., makes an advance under the said order 
to the gross amount of £.497 >6 8 

And I find that by your Honour’s order, bearing date the 8th of May 1806, a 

sum of 200 1 . was ordered out of the registry to be made productive,” and I find 

which is my report. 

That is the way I had drawn it out ; the alterations are in Sir Jonah Barrington’s 
hand-writing, which I shall have the honour to read, with the permission of the 
Committee. “ But the several vouchers for some have not been ihid before or 
lodged with me by the said Marshal.” 

Was that true?— That was true ; no vouchers were lodged. “ If the said dis- 
bursements were all allowed the insinuation was that the disbursements would 
be allowed if they were right. I find another alteration in Sir Jonah Barrington’s 
hand-writing. “ I find by your Honour’s order of the 21st of December 1805,” he 
writes over it, “ the half of the money lodged in court, and which I find, amounted 
to a sum of 482 /. 18 s. 8 d., deducting poundage, was paid out of the registry to 
Mr. Patrick Hamilton, the King’s proctor.” c J 

Was that an accurate amendment by Sir Jonah Barrington ?— The words in Sir 
Jonah Barrington’s writing are, the half of the money lodged in Court, which I find 
amounted to the sum of 482/. 18$. 8 d. 

W as that correct?— That was correct ; it was quite correct, perfectly correct. I say, 
“ I And by your Honour’s order, bearing date the 8th May 1 806, that a sum of 200 
was ordered out of the registry to be made productive.” lie says, “ See order] 
and state it correctly.” These are the words of Sir Jonah Barrington, and he 
puts it in these words, which I am going to read, which are a continuation of mine. 
“Was ordered to be lodged in the bank, and that same might by order of the 
judge be vested in Government securities for tire benefit of the concerned ; and 
I find that sum was so vested accordingly in Government securities, and is now in 
the registry.” The words “ ordered to be made productive,” are scratched out by 
Sir Jonah out of my writing, and he interposed in the place of it, “ to be lodged in 
the bank, and that same might by the order of the judge be vested in Government 
securities for the benefit of the concerned and I find that the same was so vested 
accordingly in government securities, and is now in the registry. 

That was Sir Jonah Barrington’s proposed alteration of your report?— It was. 

In his own hand-writing ? — Yes. 

What step did you take ? — I never made such a report as that, because it would 
be totally untrue. 

What 
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What did you say to Sir Jonah ? — I told Sir Jonah I could not make that 
report. _ , 

Did you tell him so at the time, or after you had received from him his letter of 
the 2d of September 1807? — I had declined it until that letter, and I still declined 4 May 1829. 
it after that letter : I never made any report. 

That letter makes no allusion of your having declined it : he begins it, “ In the 
case of the Nancy I request you will make the report which I approved of;” it 
does not say which you refused to make? — No, I did not make this report; 

I never made that report ; it w ould have been totally untrue. 

Did you state at the time to Sir Jonah Barrington that you would not, or could 
not make that report ? — I did. 

Were those alterations made in your presence ? — No, I sent him this report. 

What does he mean by two debentures? — He meant by that, this; here is an 
order of the 8th May ; if I might be permitted to read it, it would explain it in 
one moment. “ 8th May 1806. It is ordered by the judge in his chambers, that 
Daniel Pineau, Esq. the registrar, do forthwith lodge in the bank of Messrs. La- 
touche and Co. the sum of 200 1 ., the proceeds now in his hands in this cause, the 
same to be lodged in the name of and subject to the order of the judge, that the 
same may be vested in Government or other productive securities, for the benefit of 
the concerned ; and for so doing this order is to the said Daniel Pineau a sufficient 
authority.” Sir Jonah Barrington’s object was, with the money in his pocket, to 
have got me to acknowledge that I had two debentures of 100 1 . each in my hands; 
that this money had been laid out in that way, and had not got into his pocket, but 
that I had in my hands two debentures to the credit of the cause ; and 1 not having 
done that, and declining to do it, he writes me this letter requesting me to do it, 
offering me his bond, or any other security I might think necessary to save me 
harmless, which letter I have read. He was very sorry for making this order, 

I believe. 

It is with regard to that he proposed that alteration in the subsequent order to 
be drawn up — the report? — It was that there might be the appearance of that 
money having been laid out in debentures ; when, in point of fact, that money got 
into the pocket of Sir Jonah Barrington. 

Did you never make any report on the case ? — Never. 

Did you not make any whatever? — I did not make any whatever. 

Then no report of yours was lodged in the Admiralty Office? — No, it is such 
a business I could not make the report the judge wanted me to make ; there is the 
report in the way I read it to the Committee ; the judge w-as not satisfied with it; 
he says, “ You must acknowledge you have two debentures in your hands for that 
money.” 

When you declined making the report, did anything pass between you and the 
judge P^Nothing that I can immediately call to my recollection ; there was a great 
clamour, for Sir Jonah delayed the cause ; there was a great clamour by this Mr. 

Hawkins, who was the proctor for the owners, and the whole thing ended in my 
being obliged to pay another sum. 

This is very near the time, the 2d of September 1 807, and the cause was finally 
decided in October following ? — Y es, it was decreed : there was a decree the Octo-. 
her following, but it was not acted upon, for the money that was to provide for that 
decree was not forthcoming. 

In the usual course of proceeding you would not have made the report ; it was 
going out of your way ? — No, it was usual ; I should have made the report before 
the judge gave sentence. 

Was there any special reason why you were directed to make the report?— No. 

Do you do it in every case ? — I very often do it ; sometimes I do not. 

Is it not a matter of course to make the report before the final decree is given of 
the distribution of the proceeds? — It very often is if there is any thing compli- 
cated ; but it often happens that the matter is so simple that the decree may be id 
the first instance. 

You had better put in the order 1 7th December 1 807 ? — Now I have the honour 
to produce to the Committee this. I stated to the Committee the order of the judge 
of the 23d of December 1805. I did not mention this, that Mr. Hamilton’s 
receipt of the money was attached to it ; that, I presume, the Committee took for 
granted ; the order of the 21st of December 1 805 is the first order of all ; that was 
for me to pay 480 /. 

That vou have the receipt for? — Yes ; it is attached to it. 

■293. C 2 Now 
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Daniel Pineau, Now you come to the 23d of December 1807?— Now I come to the 17th of 

^ , December 1807. When the parties, the owners of the vessel, became clamorous 

— — ' to obtain their money, Sir Jonah Barrington made this order, which I have the 
4 may 1829. honour to present : 

“ 17th of December 1807, 

“ By the Judge in his Chambers. 

“ '-The King a. The Nancy. 

“ On reading the order of the 21st day of December 1805, and also the 
receipt of Mr. Patrick Hamilton, His Majesty’s proctor, bearing date the same 
day, for the sum of 482/. 8 s. 8 d. so thereby ordered; and on reading the final 
decree in this cause, and the registrar’s report, It is ordered by the judge that said 
Patrick Hamilton do forthwith pay over to the registrar the said sum of 482 l. 8s. 8 d. 
with the interest thereof from the time of such payment, to be applied to the pur 
poses in said decree mentioned.” 

(A true copy.) Daniel Pineau , Registrar. 

Now what was done with that; was that entered in the Court-book ?— It is the 
hand-writing of the judge, and entered in the Court-book. 

That distinctly refers to a report which you have made ; yet you say you did not 
make any ? — I did not make any ; it does refer to a report, it being a matter of 
course that a report should be made, but there was no report to ground his order 
upon. 

Did you not suggest that it was inaccurate to make an entry referring to a report 
which had no existence? — Except that it was a copy of the order in the judge’s 
hand-writing. 

The order was not made in open Court ? — No, it was made in his chamber ; the 
immediate thing I did on the receipt of that order was to serve it upon Mr. Pa- 
trick Hamilton. 

Did you observe the inaccuracy at the time ?— No, I did not ; it was passed over. 

It has stated ( a fact which you say now did not take place ; you did serve that 
order on Hamilton ? — 1 did ; and have now the honour to present an affidavit of the 
service of that order, first of all reciting that order of the 17th December 1807; it 
says, “ Now Samuel Stephens, of the city of Dublin, gentleman, maketh oath and 
saith, 1 hat on the 17th day of December instant, he, this deponent, served Mr. 
Patrick Hamilton with the original order, of which the above is a recital, by deli- 
vering a true copy thereof to his young man aged sixteen years and upwards, at his. 
house in Arglesse-street, in the city of Dublin ; and deponent saith at the time of 
Such service he showed unto him the original order. Signed Daniel Pineau 
Registrar. 

“ Samuel Stephens. 

“ Sworn before me this 23d day of December 1 807. 

“ Will. Thomas, Surrogate.” 

In whose hand-writing is that affidavit?— It is in tbe hand-writing of my confi- 
dential clerk. 

Is it your drawing up ? — It is. 

It is your drawing up, and not Sir Jonah’s? — No. 

In whose hand-writing is the body of the order of the 1 7th December 1 807 
drawn up? — The whole of it is in the hand-writing of Sir Jonah Barrington. 

What day does this affidavit of service state the order was served? — On the 
very day the order bears date. 

Did not you yourself make application for the payment of it to Mr. Hamilton ? — 

I did not. 

As this is simply an affidavit of the leaving a copy of it with his clerk, did you 
not apply for the money in consequence ? — 1 cannot exactly say whether I actually 
applied for it, but I knew very well I would not get it. 

How did you know? — I knew the judge had it. 

How did you know it? — I knew the judge had it. 

How did you know it ? — I knew it from himself. 

When did he tell you ? — On different occasions. 

Before the 1 7th December 1 807 ?— Yes. 

What was the occasion of the judge mentioning to you that he had that money in 
his hands, or how should he have thought of mentioning such a subject? — Mr. 
Hawkins, the proctor for the owners became exceedingly importunate and very 
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open-mouthed about it, and said the judge had the money, and it was a shocking 
tbino; and in that kind of way; and he served notices. Mr. Hawkins served 
notice s on me after that, cautioning me against paying any more upon the 
order of the judge ; and it was on some of those occasions that the judge had that 
kind of conversation which passes between the registrar and the judge, but it was 
of no use. 

Did you tell the judge what passed at Mr. Hawkins’ ? — I did ; every thing. 

And in consequence of that the judge said it was true he had that money? — Yes, 
every body in the court knew it. 

Is Mr. Hawkins alive ? — He is not alive. 

You have stated that the order of the 17th December 1807 was written in the 
hand-writing of Sir Jonah Barrington, was he in the habit of writing orders ? — No ; 
he was not in the habit of writing any order except those particular orders which he 
wrote in his chamber. 

That order makes a false recital ; if the report were made and entered in these 
books would that be the form in which it would be kept ? — The form in which the 
report would be kept would be a paper like that. 

It would not be entered in the book ? — No. 

How does it appear that that report was not actually made, if it was among the 
records of the court ? — I never made the report that Sir Jonah Barrington wanted 
me to make, and I never made any report but what is there ; the draft of the 
report he amended and altered. 

Was that draft so amended by him lodged in the office? — It remained in the 
office always. 

This sum of money you know was at the time of the order actually paid. Mr. 
Hamilton had received that money, had he not? — Yes, Mr. Hamilton was, to use 
another word, a trustee for the judge on that occasion. 

There is an order in the book reciting that money had not been paid, and you 
say at the time it was made it had actually been paid ? — It was to have it repaid 
to me. 

The money was paid by Mr. Hamilton to the judge ? — The judge had the 
money the whole time. 

In reading the order of the x 7th December, and the affidavit of service thereof, 
there is a certificate that the sum of 482/. had not yet been paid in? — Not been 
paid to me. 

You knew it was personally paid to the judge? — Yes; from the commencement 
he had it. 

When did Mr. Hamilton repay that money to the judge ? — Immediately the 
money was repaid ; the judge was in great distress. 

You paid the money? — Yes, instantaneously ; I handed it to Mr. Hamilton. 

Mr. Hamilton is dead ? — Yes. 

Who is his executor? — A man of the name of Macauley. 

So that you knew at the time this order of the 1 7th of December was made it 
was a mere mockery ? — Exactly so ; that it was a mere mockery ; and to give the 
Committee an idea of it, and the way in which I copied the order out, I will mention. 
I do not know if it is quite a fair thing, “ for the use of His Majesty, 482 was 
written in large letters, being a matter that every body in Court understood the 
482/. was for the use of His Majesty. 

When you wrote it in large letters did that mean that it was to be applied to the 
use of the judge ? — It was ironically. 

That is that His Majesty would derive no advantage from it? — Yes. 

That was the distinction, when you understood it was for the use of the judge it 
was written in large letters? — It was ironically written in large letters “ for the use 
of His Majesty," as being ridiculous. 

Will you produce the order of the 23d December? — I have the honour of pro- 
ducing the order of the 23d December 1807, which order is all in the hand-writing 
of Sir Jonah Barrington. 

Will you put it in? — \The witness delivers in the following letter :] 

“ Sittings before the Judge in the Chancery Chamber, 
“ Wednesday, December 23, 1807. 

“ The King v. The Nancy. 

“ On reading the order of the 17th instant, and an affidavit of service thereof,, 
and a certificate that the sum of 482/. 8 s. S d. therein mentioned has not been yet: 
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Daniel Pineav, paid in; it is ordered by the judge that the registrar do forthwith out of the pro- 

cee ds of this cause, remaining in his hands, and also out of any other proceeds or 

4 May 1 820 ,od g inents in his hands, as registrar in any cause wherein His Majesty is promovent 

y 9 ‘ pay ov . er t0 John Hawkins, the owners proctor in this cause, the sum of 630/., 

according to the decree in this cause, and in full for their claims in this cause ; and 
said Hawkins’s account for such sum to be a full acquittance and discharge to 
said registrar for such sum as he shall pay accordingly out of whatever fund the 
same shall be paid as aforesaid, until the said sum of 482/. 85. 8 d. shall be paid 
in according to the said order of the 17th instant. And it is further ordered that 
the decree in this cause may be finally made up. Dated the 22d December 1 807.” 

“ J. Barrington, Judge.” 

Did you ever receive any order before directing you to pay any sum of money 
out of the proceeds in a particular cause, and also out of any other proceeds or 
lodgments in his hands ? — I never received, nor ever heard of, such an order 
before. 

Pray was it your habit when you served a notice on Mr. Hamilton to make an 
affidavit of service ? — It was not the habit. 

Why did you adopt it in this instance ?— In order to put the question out of all 
dispute. 

You thought it was becoming a little too serious, and that the public might in- 
quire into it ? — I did think it necessary to show hereafter I had made the demand 
even for form- sake, that I had actually done it. 

There is some writing in pencil here, how is that ? — It is my writing ; a little 
alteration is necessary to make the order sense ; this order is upon me to pay 630/. 
to the owners of the vessels. 

What other proceeds had you in your hands at that time ?— I had some others, 
bat not much ; I cannot exactly recollect. 

. You recollect the amount perhaps ?— No ; it was not much ; it was a few hun- 
dred pounds I might have had ; I am not sure I had so much. 

So that in obeying this order to pay 630/. to Mr. Hawkins you paid it out of 
your own pocket ? — I did, the greater part of it. 

Can you not inform the Committee how much of it was out of your own 
pocket, and how much out of the funds in your hands as registrar ? — It would take 
me a little more time than is convenient just now; but I will do it. 

\ou have told the Committee that Sir Jonah Barrington was at that time in 
very distressed circumstances ; how did it happen that you paid that money out of 
your own pocket ?— Because I had the order of the court ; I had his order for it. 

But you had an order without adequate proceeds ? — Yes, it was so. 

How came you to obey that order to pay money for the proceeds, when you had 
not got the money?— I could not remain in the court if I had not obeyed that 
order. J 

What would have happened ?— I should have been thwarted and brow-beaten in 
such a manner that it would have been impossible as a gentleman to remain in court. 

Upon what do you found that ; had you in any instance before declined to afford 
similar imcommodatiou ? — I had ; the foundation that I can give for that statement 
is, that I would not have been able to have continued in the court ■ it must be 
received by the Committee with that value that they may please to give to my 
testimony ; but I can show by a letler from Sir Jonah Barrington himself, that 
1 was not without a fear and an apprehension. When Sir Jonah Barrington made 
the order of the 2 1st of December 1805, I conceived it was so very improper an 
order, that I consulted with some friends, and I did make some resistance to the 
payment of it, but having received a very peremptory letter from Sir Jonah Bar- 
nngton, and from his manner altogether, I found that it was quite impossible for 
me not to pay the money j that I could deduct it afterwards, I thought ; I found 
that I was obliged by his conduct altogether, from his peremptory manner and 
conduct, to pay it. 

t Th , at ° rd ? r of t J le “ ,st "“s to pay the money to the King's proctor, not to Sir 
Jonah Barrington?— Yes. 

Are you aware if Sir Jonah meant to take that money ?— Perfectly ; to put it 
into his own pocket. J r 

Have you got that letter of Sir Jonah’s that you allude tor- I have : it is in 
a gentlemanly way, but it is in an angry way ; the letter I have now the honour to 
produce is not dated, but it was upon the occasion of my paying, or hesitating to 
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pay, the order of the 2 1 st December 1 805, and it is in the hand-writing of Sir Jonah 
Barrington, and it begins contrary to his usual mode of address, “ Sir, I received 
a letter this morning which I could hardly credit, as it mentioned that you, as 
registrar, had refused to obey the orders of the court, and had so declared. 
I hereby require you to attend me to-morrow morning at my chambers here at ten 
o’clock precisely, with an account of all monies in your hands as lodgments in the 
Court of Admiralty, which you will obey at your peril.” 

How do you apply that letter to the particular transaction of which you are 
speaking ? — Upon my recollection. 

How many years ago is it ? — It is among the papers ; and my recollection is 
sharpened on it, for I consulted some persons. 

He seems to allude to all the money in your hands, as if there had been some 
conversation P — There was some other money in my hands at that time ; there was 
the whole of the proceeds in my hands in that case, the whole 900/. 

He does not confine his letter to that, nor the threat? — No, it is to a general 
account. 

Are any of those persons alive with whom you consulted on that occasion ; who 
are they r — Mr. Hawkins was one of them ; the proctor, who was the proctor for 
the owners, was one of them ; there were other persons I consulted on it, whether 
I was safe in paying the money, I knowing what it was for. 

Who are the persons ? — Upon my word, some legal gentlemen, I presume ; 
I was solicitor of the Court ; that threat was in consequence of my declining or 
hesitating to obey the order; he was extremely angry with me for hesitating 
a moment about obeying his order ; extremely angry with me. 

Had you ever before recei/ed an order from him to pay the money to the King’s 
proctor? — No, never; it is contrary to all practice. 

How did you happen to know that if it was paid over to the King’s proctor it 
was to go into Sir Jonah’s pocket? — Mr. Hawkins, who was an old proctor of the 
court, told me ; he said “ you may depend upon it that the money is for Sir Jonah 
Barrington himself.” Now bearing on this case, to show the Committee how the 
feeling was at that time, on the 25th of December 1805, which is the time I paid 
that 485 1., Mr. Hawkins, the proctor for the owners, being fearful that I would 
pay more money, he serves me with this formal notice : “ Daniel Pineau, Esq. 
Registrar of the High Court of Admiralty of Ireland — Sir, Understanding that 
another money-order is intended to be made in this cause without notice to me, 
I beg to inform you that the marshal of this court, with my consent, paid a con- 
siderable sum last March in Fethard out of the proceeds of the sale of the said 
vessel and cargo, to William Ryan and the other men belonging to the Slade-boats, 
whom I consider to be the clients of John Newton Bennett, Esq. barrister; and 
as there are other persons claiming salvage iu the said cause who have not been 
paid any portion, and as the marshal has not yet returned the commission of 
sale, and therefore the net proceeds are not ascertained, I do, on behalf of the 
owners of the said ship and cargo, whose rights will be most materially affected 
by money-orders, hereby require you to enter in the acts and proceedings in this 
cause my dissent to any such order, under protest of appeal ; and for so doing this 
shall be your authority, inasmuch as I have repeatedly offered to the said Com- 
missioner Bennett, and the proctor concerned, forthwith to proceed to a hearing of 
the salvagors claims, and am ready the first court-day to hear the same. Dated 
this 25th of December 1805. John Hawkins, proctor for the claimants of the 
said ship and cargo.” 

What was the occasion of that great delay in hearing the case ? — Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington having the money in his hands. 

It was eight days after the date of the order? — Yes. 

That was the same Mr. Hawkins with whom you advised as to the first sum ? — 
Yes. 

Did he advise you to pay it ? — He did every thing to prevent me from doing it ; 
he said, “ Don't pay him a farthing of it.” 

You have stated you paid the whole of this out of your own pocket; that you 
did not pay it out of the proceeds of other cases, but entirely out of your own 
funds ? — Yes. 

When did you first apply to Sir Jonah Barrington for the repayment of this 
sum ? — The first time that I applied to Sir Jonah Barrington for it, it is quite im- 
possible for me to state correctly, for there were different conversations between 
Sir Jonah Barrington and I ; and Sir Jonah Barrington quitting this country, being 
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Daniel Pineau, a distressed man, and all that kind of thing ; in point of fact I gave it up as a hope-* 
Esq. less thing for a great many years ; he left this kingdom on the 19th of August 1810, 
vy- which was the last day he sat in the Court of Admiralty. 

4 May 1829. That is three years after? — Yes. 

Did you not get an acknowledgment of the debt? — No. 

And as a man of business, you not only got no security, but do you not get an 
acknowledgment in writing in answer to one of your applications that such a debt 
w as due ? — No. 

To what do you attribute having allowed three years to elapse during which 
Sir Jonah constantly presided in court, and your not having made application ? — 

I impute it to the entire hopelessness of its ever having any good effect ; on the 
contrary, it would have created a quarrel and a personal feeling. 

If your knowledge of Sir Jonah Barrington was such as to lead you to think that 
application to him for the recovery of the debt would be hopeless, how happened 
it that the same knowledge of circumstances should not have induced you from 
forbearing to advance the money? — I was obliged to do it under the order of Sir 
Jonah Barrington. 

You did it under intimidation? — I did it under intimidation, and for peace 
sake. 

What was the value of your office? — The value of my office is between 200/. 
and 300/. a year. 

You paid 480/. at one period, besides forbearing 14/. at another, and you paid 
200 1 . at a second, making a total of 694/., as the price of remaining in quiet pos- 
session of your office, being above three years salary ? — Yes, so far as 575 1 . is. 4d. 
balance due to me. 

After Sir Jonah Barrington had left England in 18 to, you could not be disturbed 
by making application for the payment of the money which he owed you ? — I was 
expecting the possibility of his coming over here again, and when he left Ireland, 
it became infinitely more hopeless ; in short it was not worth the while of making 
up the account. I will be quite candid ; I will give Sir Jonah Barrington all the 
benefit of testimony I give ; I tell the Committee the fact, the open fact is, 
that I did not know', until I was examined before the Commissioners of Inquiry, 
the great extent of this debt. 

You made up the entire account? — Yes. 

You did not know the extent of which debt? — This debt on the Nancy. 

Were there other proceeds in the registry at that time of other suitors r — Yes 
there were others. 

Your order is generally to pay over to Mr. Hawkins out of any funds you might 
have had in your hands ? — Yes. 

Is that usual in your court ? — There never was such an order made in any court ; 
in our court I never saw any thing of the kind done before, to pay money out of 
another cause. 

Your appointment and situation are totally independent of the judge? — lam 
certainly independent. I am appointed by the King’s patent. 

He has no power to remove you ? — No, but he could suspend me. 

There is a letter as late as 1825, in July, in which you state to him, “ Sir, per 
Mr. Keating leaving Ireland to-morrow, I beg leave in a hurry to acquaint you, 
that I have just now received a communication, under the orders of the Lord 
Lieutenant of Ireland, calling upon me for payment of all droit-funds in my hands, 
not as yet handed over to the Crown, with me, or in my books. I find, on a 
cursory view, your order in the Redstrand derelict, to lodge 200/. the only sum I 
received in that cause, in Gleadow e’s, to your credit in that cause, which you since: 
drew out of that bank ; and I find that you gave an order on me on the 29th May 
1810, to pay 40 l. to Henry Pyne Masters, and I find that I paid that sum to 
him, though I had theretofore paid said 200 How came it that the larger sum 
which was just before on the Nancy should not be mentioned? — I will tell the 
Committee the reason with the most perfect candour ; if the Committee observe in 
that letter the words are, “ I find upon a cursory view; I find your order in the 
Redstrand,” that was the way in which I had originally written it; these words,* 
“ I find on a cursory view,” I interlined, anticipating the very thing that is now 
mentioned, “ Sir Jonah Barrington,” says I, “ will, if I confined this letter to the 
Redstrand, say, “ why do you not mention the Nancy ;” the very idea that has: 
struck the Committee struck me. I added it, that he might not avail himself of it, 
I interlined the words “ in a cursory view I mentioned it was in a hurry ; my reason 

for 
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for mentioning the Redstrand derelict was this ; I had a hope by mentioning the one, 
which was a simple case, which was a case that was not complicated, and which 
there was no account about, and which it is plain he who runs may read, and'' 
Sir Jonah must have recollected. I had a hope that he would repay me the one if 
I asked only for the one ; but if I had asked for the Nancy likewise, I knew it 
would be so much that it would be hopeless and useless for me to ask for it, 

I therefore confined that application, mentioning that I was in a hurry, to the 
Redstrand derelict, and I wrote a subsequent letter on that subject very forcibly, 
hoping he would repay me for the Redstrand derelict, and reinstate matters ; and it 
was my fixed determination when I had accomplished that, to have applied to him 
for the Nancy. 

Your introduction of the words, “ in a cursory view”, was not from not recol- 
lecting the larger sum of the Nancy, but purposely omitting it? — Precisely ; 
purposely omitting it. 

There is another letter without the words “ in a cursory view ‘‘ Therefore 
I apprehend it is quite clear, if you believe me, that you are to pay me those sums 
amounting to 249 /., with interest, I might say, but which I do not add ?” — That 
letter I wrote. 

Had you any other office besides that of registrar to the court ? — I had not any 
other office on the 23d December 1805, and in the year 1808 ; but I was at those 
times an attorney and solicitor of all the courts. I was agent to Mr. Isaac Ambrose, 
Eccles, and other persons of responsibility, and in the receipt of 2,000/. or 3,000/. 
a year for agencies ; and I had a good house on Saint Stephen’s Green. I had 
a floating capital out. Sir Jonah said, it was not in my power to advance it ; 
I did advance it out of my own means ; I had the power of doing it ; I could 
show the way in which I made up the money, meaning the 630/. 

Are you allowed a per-centage of the money in your hands? — Yes. 

How much is it ? — Five pounds for the first 100/., and two and a half for every 
other. 

There is another circumstance which Sir Jonah Barrington mentions in the 
year 1811; he states, that so far from making any claim on him for the amount 
of the Nancy, you are required to settle and arrange the amount of fees due to him 
with Mr. Hamilton, the King’s proctor, and that you did pay over to Mr. Hamilton, 
on Sir Jonah’s account, a balance of 36 L ; how is that compatible with Sir Jonah 
being at that time indebted to you above 600 /. ? — I will explain that to the satis- 
faction of the Committee ; I put in this receipt of 630 /. ; I ought to do it. 

“ The Nancy and Cargo. — Received from Daniel Pineau, Esq. registrar of the 
High Court of Admiralty, 630 /. sterling, being the net sum ordered to my clients, 
James Gilkison and others, or to me their proctor, as the owners of the said vessel 
and cargo, by order of the said Court. 

“ Dated 4th of February 1 808. 



“ ■£• 630. (signed) “ John Hawking.” 

In the year 1811 I made the first answer, if it would be allowed to me to read a 
little memorandum I made : I took up the paper of Lady Barrington, and I wrote 
down this at the moment: “ Mr. Pineau never did, in the presence of witnesses, 
finally settle all accounts between himself as registrar of said court, and Sir Jonah 
Barrington, in Mr. Pineau’s office in Stephen’s Green, as untruly sworn by 
Sir Jonah Barrington and his Lady ; nor was there ever before witnesses, or in 
private, any such general account, settlement or statement, made or furnished. 
Mr. Patrick Hamilton never did “settle and arrange all accounts with Mr. Pineau; 
nor did Lady Barrington accompany said Patrick Hamilton to Mr. Pineau’s office 
in Stephen’s Green ; nor were said accounts finally arranged and settled in Lady 
B’s presence, by Mr. Pineau and Hamilton ; nor did Mr. P. make any acknow- 
ledgment, or get any receipt from Lady B.” as sworn to by her ladyship in presence 
of Hamilton, inasmuch as Mr. Pineau never met to settle, nor ever did settle all 
or any account in the presence of Mr. Hamilton, either with or without Lady 
Barrington, as between Sir Jonah B. and Mr. P. ; but Mr. Pineau admits that, 
m the year 1811, according to uniform practice, he furnished an account of the 
judge’s tees to Mr. Mahaffy, his then surrogate, to the 7th October 1811, amount- 
ing to 26/. 13.?. 4 cl., which Mr. Mahaffy requested Mr. P. would pay to 
Miss Jane Barrington, which Mr. P. did do ; and this is “ the final settlement of all 
D account# 
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■Daniel Pineau, accounts in 1 8 1 1 sworn by Lady Barrington to have been settled by Mr. Patrick 
Est l- Hamilton ! ! ! This was an insulated account of the judge’s fees, which Mr. Pineau 
' ' was bound to pay distinct from any other matter whatever, and which he furnished to 

4 May 1829. the surrogate, he being entitled to same according to practice ; and Mr. P. remem- 
bers that Mr. Mahaffy privately told him that the family were in great distress, Sir 
Jonah in London, and Lady B. here, and begged that Mr. P. would add in advance 
something to the account, in consequence of which, Mr. P. added 3 /. 6s. 8 d. to 
make up the round sum of 30/.; but Mr. P. never got or demanded any receipt 
from Lady Barrington, nor from Miss Jane Barrington; M. Pineau has Doctor 
Mahaffy’s letter to produce, to prove his request to pay the amount, (not to Lady B.) 
but to Miss Jane B. How Sir Jonah B. and Lady B. could take on themselves to 
swear that this was a “ final settlement of all accounts,” Mr. P. must leave to their 
own consciences (if they have any.) 

In point of fact, you did pay over the balance of 26 1 ., though in his statement he 
says it is 30 /.? — Here is Mr. Mahaffy’s letter — 

“ My dear Pineau, 

“ I have received your account of fees due to the judge of the Admiralty up to 
the 7th of October 1811, amounting to 26/. 13 s. 4 d. which I request you will pay 
over to Miss Jane Barrington, which will oblige yours, truly, 

“ Earl-street, Oct. 24th 1811.” “AT. Mahaffy .” 

“ And to advance her to make it up - - - £. 30 - — 

26 13 4 

“Cash - - - £.3 6 8" 



That was a requisition from Mr. Mahaffy to me. Mr. Mahaffy was then locum 
tenens for Sir Jonah Barrington, and had I not then complied with that I should 
not have been very pleasant in my office. 

How ? — Mr. Mahaffy would not, may be, have treated me pleasantly. 

You relinquished your office in 1817; did you renew your applications for the 
payment of this debt when you were no longer subject to the ill usage you appre- 
hended ? — I did not renew them until 1825. Sir Jonah Barrington was in England. 

You state you did not renew your demands between 1 810 and 1825? — No, 
because Sir Jonah Barrington was out of the kingdom. I did not know where he 
was, except by report that he was in France ; it was of no use applying to him. 

Were you in the habit of receiving the judge’s fees ? — I was. 

Did you never do it ; did it never occur to you that you might obtain them in 
part payment of the sum due to you? — It occurred to me when it was too late ; 
I will show the Committee the occasion on which it occurred. 

It never occurred to you before ? — It did not occur to me at this time. 

It was an insulated account which you were to make out every quarter? — Everv 
year. 

Why did you expect you would not be pleasantly circumstanced with Doctor 
Mahaffy? — Why Doctor Mahaffy would not have been pleased if I had not paid 
the money ; Doctor Mahafty’s letter requires me to pay it. 

To whom did you pay those fees, and the other arrears, during that period ? — 
Lady Barrington was in the habit of receiving those fees ; Sir Jonah Barrington 
gave her those fees to receive herself; she was in the habit of receiving the seal- 
fees, and those small fees which Sir Jonah Barrington permitted her to receive both 
from me and my predecessors ; it was a kind of thing I could not possibly enter 
into to stop those fees, which were payable to a lady who wanted them, and who 
was in an Hotel. 

Do you remember, in the year 1827, waiting a letter to Sir Jonah Barrington, 
and demanding of him 6g/., which you hoped he would pay as a debt of honour to 
you? — Yes. 

What is the explanation of that? — The answer I give to that will be by pro- 
ducing a letter. 

How do you explain your demand of a debt of 69/., when according to your own 
account he owed so much more ? — Perfectly well ; I think I can give an answer to 

that. 

You admit the fact of writing him such a letter, do you? — I do admit the fact 
of writing him such a letter. 

You 
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You knew all his difficulties and distresses at that time ? — I did ; those were the Daniel Pineau, 
grounds why it was hopeless for me. If I might take the liberty to go to the letter 
o July 1 8^5, I could show the words I mentioned in a hurry are interlined, and on ' — 4 

« a cursory view” are likewise interlined, anticipating the very objection that is 4 May 1829. 
made why I did not apply for the larger sum. This letter is dated the 30th August 
1827. This is a copy of what was written by me to Sir Jonah Barrington ; — 

“ My dear Sir, 

“ Having on the 1 gth of September last, in obedience to your desire, produced all 
the documents to Mr. Lyons, proving the lodgment to your credit of the 200 /., in 
the cause of the Redstrand derelict, and of my subsequently paying Henry Pyne 
Masters 40/., and John Wycherly 9/. 125. 9 d. to prevent their petitioning the then 
Lord Lieutenant against you in the year 1814, and not having had any answer to my 
letter of the 18th of said month, handed to Mr. Lyons to deliver to you, which he 
told me he had done, and which letter, after enumerating all the documents, was in 
these words, ‘ For your entire satisfaction I have shown the foregoing original 
documents to your confidential friend Mr. Lyons, and shall wait your answer pre- 
vious to making my return to Government.’ I will venture to say that you never 
had a friend who acted so faithfully, friendly and courteously as I did for your 
interests and character in this most delicate transaction. And not to reimburse me. 

And not to extricate me ; but the thing is impossible. I remain (not doubting of 
the honourable conduct of Sir Jonah Barrington in this debt of honour and con- 
science) his most faithful and obedient humble servant, 

“ Daniel Pineau. 

“ To Sir Jonah Barrington, Knight, &c.” 



“ I am now on this 30th of August 1827 to lament that I have not received any 
species of answer whatever ; and have only to add, in the most humble, but earnest 
manner, that with the least possible delay, that you will cause to be paid to me, at 
least my poundage and fees on said 200/. (if you think proper to retain the 
balance, which I do not think you will do), amounting to 20/., with interest from 
12th January 1810, when the amount was lodged. Also the sum I paid Henry 
Pyne Masters, 40/., with interest from 8th July 1814. 

“ Also the amount I paid John Wycherly - - - £.9. 12. 9. 

“ Late currency ----- 69. 12. 9. 

“ Present d° - - - - - 64. 5. 8. 

“ If I shall receive the above sum of 64/. 5*. 8 d., I will give up the interest, if 
not, I will not hold myself bound to do so. 

“ I have the honour to remain, with the greatest respect, 

“ your most obedient servant. 

“ Sir Jonah Barrington, Knight.” 

When you had enumerated all the sums for which you requested payment, how 
comes it that there is no reference to this much larger demand ? — I w as anxious to 
get something from him ; if I could only get one ; I thought I should get more by 
making the demand as low as I did, still reminding him of the 200/., the 40/., and 
the 9/.; and I confined myself in this letter, as I did in that of 1825, entirely to 
this case, for the purpose of endeavouring to get some justice done to me in that 
case at first, for if I had stated the whole of the other case the demand would have 
been so much he never would have listened to it. 

You had no expectation then of getting the 200/. ? — Not the slightest. 

As you had no expectation of getting the 200/,, why should you not name the 
large sum at once? — At this time, the 30th August 1827, I had not much hope, 
as I mentioned to the Committee before of the case of the Nancy. I did not know 
to what sum that amounted in 1827, nor would I ever have known it, only that 
the Commissioners of Inquiry called upon me to ascertain the account, and for 
them I did make up the account ; and I have the account here settled, and the 
balance in that case of the Nancy; I received but 995/. 13 s. 4d . ; I paid in 
round sums 200 /. to Bennett; I paid 200/. at Latouche’s; I paid 630/. to 
Mr. Hawkins, that is 1,030 /. ; and I paid 482 l. to Mr. Hamilton, which in round 
numbers leaves a balance of 575 /. 14$. 

And paid the 200/. to Latouchc, you mean the sum you mentioned before ?• — The 
different sums though not paid to Latouche, I call them Latouche’s ; they were 
drafts on Latouche’s. 

Then was not the fact this, that you thought you had a sufficient proportion of 
money in your hands to cover the advances to Sir Jonah Barrington? — No ; I did 
293. D 2 not 
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Daniel Pineau, 




4 May 1829. 



not know it was so large a sum, until it was elicited from me by the Commissioners 
of Inquiry. 

Were you not in the habit of making up your accounts at any period? — I do 
where there is any demand on me ; but if I have paid upon a transaction, I then 
do not always make up the account. 



[The following account was delivered in .] 



Dr. - - - - The King against The Nancy and Cargo in Account with D. Pineau, Registrar - - - - Cr. 




Does nobody audit your accounts? — No. 

Do you mean in the event of your death, that to protect your representatives, 
you did not make out any account of the particular sums which you paid in each 
case ? — I have memoranda ; I have receipts for the money. I had orders received 
for that money ; I had Sir Jonah Barrington’s acknowledgment for the other, and 
Messrs. Hawkins and Hamilton’s for the 630/. 

But you never made out any account of them ? — No, I did not make out any 
account. 

Do not you keep a separate and distinct account for each of the ships ? — Yes. 

If any body chooses to come and examine them, have they not a power to do 
it ? — The accounts are generally kept in the rule-book of the court. 

It appears that for a great many years it did not occur to you that you had 
expended so much as you had ? — It did not ; there is a great irregularity in it 
I confess, but the fact is as I tell the Committee. 

The fact is, you did not think of this till the Commissioners of Inquiry looked 
into it ? — T did so about three years before. 

Then you thought there was a chance of recovering a bad debt? — No ; I never 
expect to recover the debt ; that is quite out of the question ; I have no hope of 
that ; do me the justice to believe that I believe I never shall get one fraction 
of that. 0 

You stated before the Commissioners you never did deliver to Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington any account at all with respect to the Nancy ? — I did. 

You did as to the Redstrand ? — Yes ; but I never delivered any specific account 
to him stating that ; 1 never did as to the Nancy. 

Is there any other explanation which you would wish to give to the Committee? 
—I am irresistibly impressed with the idea that he knew the money was not in 
Mr. Latouche’s hands. 

Can you establish that in any way ? — Only from that recollection which I have. 

You have then no further documents than those you have produced goinn to 
establish that ?— No, I do not think I have any documents ; the fact was this,°Sir 

Jonah 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




ON THE ADMIRALTY COURT IN IRELAND. 



Zj 



Jonah Barrington ordered me in May 1806 to lodge 200/. in Latouche’s on his 
account • I went with that order to Latouche’s bank, and the cashier, Mr. Dempsey, 
said, I cannot receive any money. 

There were several drafts of Sir Jonah Barrington’s on Latouche’s?' — Yes ; they 
were not presented. 

In consequence of that there was a balance due to you by Sir Jonah, who was 
then in France; you made no application from 1810, when he left Ireland, till July 
1825, when you addressed that letter of that date, which is entered in this book? — 
Yes. 

Did you not in answer 595 also in that report state you applied to him in the 
year 1815 ; and is there not a letter addressed by you to him of that date in this 
Report ; and was there any difficulty at any other period in your applying ? — The 
difficulty I had in applying was this — 

Did you not apply to him in 1815? — Not in the case of the Nancy. 

Your original answer was general ; you did not make any application, not know- 
ing where he was ; your attention is now called to an application which was made 
by you in the year 1815, as recited by you in your evidence, and as proved by 
a document annexed to that evidence ; you are then asked, what was the difficulty 
of making an application at any other period — First, did you not write this letter, 
and then what was the difficulty in writing another ? — The application that was in 
1815, if I recollect it, was through the medium of Mr. Mahaffy, in consequence of 
a peremptory matter, because a petition w as going to be presented against Sir J onah 
Barrington ; there was an immediate communication by Mr. Mahaffy, which 
I would not have had the benefit of on any other occasion, for Mr. Mahaffy would 
not have aided me in a communication with Sir Jonah Barrington after Sir Jonah 
Barrington left Ireland. I have a letter from Sir Jonah Barrington, and that was in 
September 1810, dated London ; it does not tell me where he resided in London ; 
he did not choose that I should know it ; in point of fact, I did not know from 
1810 where Sir Jonah Barrington was, or any thing at all about it. 

Did the application which you made in 1815 through Mr. Mahaffy reach Sir 
Jonah Barrington? — It did. 

Could you not have made any other application through the same channel with 
equal certainty? — I think I could. 

Did you ever pay 200/. for Sir Jonah Barrington into any bank at all ? — I did. 

Whose was that? — Gleadowe’s. 

What year was that? — In the year 1810. I paid that into Gleadowe’s bank in 
the year 1810, pursuant to the order of Sir Jonah Barrington, in his own hand- 
writing; there is a receipt for his money. “ It is ordered by the judge, that 
Daniel Pineau, the registrar, do forthwith lodge in the bank of Messrs. Latouche 
and Co., the sum of 200 1 . out of the proceeds now in his hands in this cause, the 
same to be lodged in the name of and subject to the order of the judge, that the 
same may be vested in Government or other productive securities for the benefit 
of the concerned ; and for so doing this order is to the said Daniel Pineau a suffi- 
cient authority.” — Signed, Jonah Barrington. 

What was the annual amount of fees you used to receive on account of the 
judge — the average ? — From 20I. to 30/. a year. 

Did you receive any thing else on account of the judge? — No other sum what- 
ever; the fees were the only sum I received. 

These you were in the habit of receiving every year, and of paying over to 
Lady Barrington? — Yes. 

Where did you keep the money that belonged to the suitors of the court in the 
causes when it was in your hands ? — I generally kept it sometimes in my own house, 
sometimes in Latouche’s bank. 

That was your own account? — Yes, I lodged money there. 

You had no account at any bankers of official money which you received? — No; 
it was not the habit of the court. It ought to be the habit; there ought to be some 
regulation, that the money of the court ought not to be in the hands of private 
individuals. 



Daniel Pineau , 




4 May 1829. 
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Mercurii, 6* die May, 1829 - 
Daniel Pineau, Esq., again called in ; and Examined. 

Daniel Pineau, AT the time of your seeing Mr. Lyons, did he give you any explanation on 
Esq. the circumstances alluded to by Sir Jonah Barrington in his letter of October the 

N — 0 ' 10th, 1825, in which he says, “ I have communicated to Mr. Lyons the circumstances 

6 May 1829. respecting your letter, of which you are totally ignorant, and of which I do not 
choose to write ; and I have mentioned it to a high authority.” Here is a letter of 
the date of November 1826, which appears to refer to that; it is for your entire 
satisfaction I have shown you the foregoing original documents? — I did mean the 
Redstrand. 

What did Sir Jonah Barrington mean in that letter? — I will get the letter. 

The letter does not explain it, but Mr. Lyons might have explained it to you; 
it is a letter to you dated October the 10th : he says “ I have been here these three 
weeks waiting to see Mr. Lyons ; he has only a few days arrived. I have com- 
municated to him circumstances respecting your letter, of which you are totally . 
ignorant, of which I do not choose to write;” the Committee want to know what 
those circumstances w r ere? — I have here the communication with Mr. Lyons 
I received the paper I have now the honour to present to this Committee* from 
Mr. Lyons, which is, as I conceive, the private manner which Sir Jonah Barrington, 
alludes to. 

Is there any date on it ? — There is no date upon it ; but upon going a little 
farther back I believe it will explain the matter. On the 23d of February 1 828 
I wrote this letter to Mr. Lyons ; this is the private communication that I believe 
Sir Jonah Barrington meant : “ Dear Sir — In consequence of your not having, as 

you say, been authorized by Sir Jonah Barrington to repay the sum of 200/. which 
he ordered me to deposit in Gleadowe’s bank, and received himself, or of 40/. I paid 
out of my own pocket, with other sums to save his credit, the particulars of which 
I showed to you long since, with the vouchers, and of which I wrote several times to 
himself, I now apprize you, for his information, as Sir Jonah has referred me to 
you, that in the return 1 am making to Parliament (in which I am occupied night 
and day) I am, as I apprehend, bound under the subject of droit-fund, which has 
no limitation as to time back, to report all the matter I mentioned to you, besides 
others, and particularly the case of the Nancy, in which he ordered me to pay 
several sums into the bank, and into the then King’s proctor (Hamilton’s) hands, 
which he. Sir Jonah, received himself, and which he never repaid, and which is 
yet due to me to a considerable amount ; to ascertain which I am collecting the 
vouchers and making out the account. It is quite unnecessary for me, after my 
past conduct to Sir Jonah Barrington as to money-orders, to say that I shall make 
this disclosure only if obliged to fill up my returns with it ; but that I am now com- 
pelled is manifest ; and nothing but his replacing the amount can prevent the pub- 
licity of the matters in the returns I am making to the Imperial Parliament, as 
unpaid sums in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hands. I am aiso to apprize you that I am 
ordered to make these returns with all practicable despatch, and that I require 
your answer without delay. I ain your obedient servant. — To John Charles 
Lyons, Esq.” I received in answer to that this note from Mr. Lyons : “ Kildare 
Street, Sunday morning — Dear Sir, I was much surprised when your messenger 
came yesterday to require an answer to the note you did me the favour to address 
me, or I would have written to you at the moment, and I now beg you will receive 
my apology for not having done so. Upon the subject of your communication, 

I have only to repeat what I have so frequently told you, namely, that Sir Jonah 
Barrington’s explanations of the transactions you allude to differ very materially 
from your statement ; and I am quite ready at any time you have leisure to call on 
me (which I think you promised to do) to show you what he says ; any morning 
from ten to twelve o’clock, except to-morrow, you will find me in Kildare-street, 
or if you make an appointment, I shall wait upon you ; and I would take leave to 
remind you not to put forward the matters you speak of in your return until you 
see what Sir Jonah writes, and have time for consideration; it may be otherwise 
more unpleasant to yourself than to him, supposing what he states correct, as 
I should hope you will find it. Your’s, dear Sir, very obediently, J. C. Lyons.” 
Now, in answer to that I took no notice of it ; I knew very well how it was, that 
I should get no satisfaction whatsoever from Mr. Lyons. Then I received another 

note 
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note from Mr. Lyons very shortly after that, in consequence of my not calling upon Daniel Pineau, 
him : “ Dear Sir, I am sorry 1 did not find you at home to-day. I send you Esq. 

a copy of a memorandum I found among Sir Jonah’s papers on the subject of ^ ■ — v 

your communication ; read it over, and do me the favour to let me see you on 6 May 1829. 
.Friday ; I shall not be in town to-morrow. Your’s, dear Sir, J. C. Lyons.” 

What is the date of it? — It is not dated ; it is subsequent to this. It was in 
consequence of my not having called on him, knowing the inutility of it. That 
paper is in these words : “ I wish the registrar fully to understand, that as to 
droits of Admiralty generally, the Irish Government have no more to do than 
Mr. Charles Lyons, and no authority to demand any returns from the registrar of 
that Court; and any return made by the. registrar without an order from the judge 
so to do, and submitting to such requisition by him, is beyond the duty of the 
registrar ; and I so decided in a former case, when I absolutely refused to suffer 
any order of the Irish Government in droit-cases to be attended to without the sign 
manual of His Majesty , which decision of mine was acquiesced in, and the order 
was sent to me under the sign manual of the King, and of course obeyed. Secondly, 
droits of Admiralty (comprising derelicts) belong solely to the King, {or perhaps 
now to the Lord High Admiral,) and are subject to their order only ; and no orders 
but theirs or the judge’s can be legally obeyed. Thirdly, as to the case the registrar 
mentions, I am certain that if any such order was made by me, it was for some 
proper purpose, as same must have been made with the approbation and desire of 
the King’s proctor, and of the King’s advocate, Dr. Duigenan, without whose con- 
currence I never made any order in droit-cases; but after near eighteen years 
I have no recollection to lead me to the case ; and as the King’s proctor, the 
King’s advocate, the surrogate, and all the parties are dead, it is impossible for me 
to collect more than that I shall direct the foregoing to be stated, if necessary, to 
any proper authorities who demand same according to law and practice. Fourthly, 
as to the proceedings in this cause, as stated to me by the registrar, it appears that 
in January 1810 I ordered that the salvagers case should be favourably considered 
by the Court; and when I ceased to act, that order remained in the Court; why it 
was not acted upon or presented until 1814, three years after I had ceased to act, 

I am and must be totally ignorant. Mr. Hamilton was the King’s proctor when 
the order was made ; and when I ceased to act, no doubt he had due authority and 
means to have any such order carried into execution. But after thirteen years 
absence I can know nothing of those circumstances. Fifthly, I am not informed 
whether any order ever was made for any specific sum to the salvagers, or by whom 
any such order was made, or if with the concurrence of His Majesty’s proctor or 
advocate, as absolutely necessary in all derelict cases. Sixthly, as to any 
petition to the Lord Lieutenant, which the registrar mentions, no salvager’s 
petition in any such case could be attended to. If a salvager is wronged, 
he may require an order, and appeal from that order. But the Government 
never can, and whilst I hold the office never shall ; and I never did suffer 
it to become a court of appeal from my Court, nor any other court or 
judge, save by prohibition or mandamus to the King’s Bench or Chan- 
cery. No judge acting otherwise could be independent. Seventhly, I have not 
seen any copy of the order of the Irish Government which the registrar mentions, 
and unless such order be also made an order of the Court, no registrar of the Court 
of Admiralty has any authority to obey the same. And in the case of a most ex- 
traordinary petition of the proctor’s against Dr. Mahaffy in 1816, in my reply to 
Mr. Grant, the then secretary, I did expressly and peremptorily decline any and 
every interference of the Irish Government (as such) with the Court of Admiralty. 

I hold my office under the King and Lord High Admiral only ; in cases of the 
Crown they only can interfere, and in civil cases the remedies are by appeal — pro- 
hibition or mandamus, and none otherwise ; that is my decided opinion as to all those 
points and proceedings. As to the registrar himself, if any loss occurred to him 
during the period my surrogate did the duties of that officer, as I delegated those 
rluties to him, it is fitting that 1 should see that the registrar as officer of that court 
is righted. The registrar states his payments to have been made in 1814, cer- 
tainly without my order or know ledge, and quaere, if by any order of the surrogate ? 

I desire all those papers may be laid before me, and I shall lose no lime in con- 
sidering the same. I never found Mr. Pineau but a very meritorious officer of that 
court.” 

Is there any date to it 51 —No. 

2 93- D4 Is 
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Is that in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand? — No, it is not in his hand-writing; it is 
enclosed to me by Mr. Lyons. 

How does he describe the paper to you in this note? — “ I enclose you a copy 
of a memorandum I found among Sir Jonah Barrington’s papers on the subject of 
your communication.” Therefore I presume that this is a copy of the original in 
the hand-writing of Sir Jonah Barrington, which I never saw. Mr. Lyons, of 
course, saw that. 

When did you see Mr. Lyons first after the 10th of October 1825 ? — I cannot 
precisely say the exact time ; but I have a memorandum of a conversation with 
Mr. Lyons that will elucidate the answer. 

You had better produce all the memorandums of that kind ; are there any other 
letters of Sir Jonah Barrington on the subject? — On the 19th of September 1826, 
I find this memorandum : Redstrand derelict ; copy of a letter I delivered open 
to Mr. Lyons, at his house, this day about half-past two, when I showed him the 
original documents therein mentioned ; when, at first, he wanted me to leave all 
with him. I then said that Sir J onah Barrington only required me to show them 
to him ; he then said he had not time to look at them, as he was going off to 
England ; after which he examined the documents, and kept the letter, and asked 
me what I wanted. I said, for Sir Jonah to lodge the 200/. in the Court of Ad- 
miralty, and pay the 40/. and 9/. I advanced to save him from ruin. He said he 
would report what I said to Sir Jonah Barrington, and here is a list of the docu- 
ments. .The King against the Redstrand derelict. A list of documents collected 
by Mr. Pineau, and produced to Mr. Lyons at the request of Sir Jonah Barring- 
ton, 1 2th of January 1810. Judge’s order, in his own hand-writing, to pay 200 1 . 
in his, Pineau’s hands, in the said cause, into the bank of Sir Thomas Gleadowe and 
Go. 12th of January 1810. Said bankers receipt for said sum paid by Mr; 
Pineau, without deducting either his fees or poundage. Copy Henry Pyne 
Masters’s petition to the judge for salvage, with Pat. Hamilton’s certificate of the 
9th of December 1809, recommending him to the liberal consideration of the 
Court, and the judge’s order thereon, dated 29th of May 1810, to pay Mr. Pyne 
Masters 40/. On the back of which appears a memorandum that the said petition 
and order were not delivered to Mr. Pineau until the 1st of July 1814, and also a 
copy of Mr. P.’s letter to Mr. Mahaffv, then acting surrogate for the judge, dated 
5th of July 1814, whereby it appears that Mr. Pineau furnished Mr. Mahaffy, for 
the judge, with a copy of the said petition. 8th July 1814. Henry Pyne Masters 

receipt for the - - £.40. o. o. 

John Wycherly, salvors receipt for - - - - - _ 9. 12. q. 

Memorial of Henry Pyne Masters to the Lord Lieutenant, the delivery of which 
to his Excellency stopped by Mr. Pineau. 

Memorial of John Wycherly ditto, stopped by Mr. Pineau. 

Memorial of Matthew Whitten, ditto, ditto. Mr. Ware’s three letters to Mr. 
Pineau. John Wycherly ’s letters. “ St. Stephen's Green, September 18th, 1826. 
“ My dear Sir, to your entire satisfaction I have shown the foregoing original 
documents to your confidential friend Mr. Lyons, and shall wait your answer pre- 
vious to making my return to Government. I will venture to say that you never 
had a friend who acted so faithfully, friendly and cautiously, as I did for your 
interests and character in this most delicate transaction, and not to reimburse me, 
and not to extricate me ; but the thing is impossible. I remain (not doubting of 
the honourable conduct of Sir Jonah Barrington in this debt of honour and con- 
science) his most faithful and obedient humble servant, Daniel Pineau. — To Sir 
Jonah Barrington, knight, &c.” 

Was that the only time you saw him after the receipt of Sir Jonah’s letter of the 
10th of October 1825 ? — “ I have been here three weeks waiting ” 

The Committee have that ; but in consequence of the explanation there promised, 
did not Mr. Lyons hold any communication with you prior to September 1826. 
Did he communicate circumstances of which you were ignorant respecting your 
letter ? — No ; he did not communicate any of those private circumstances which 
Sir Jonah mentioned. 

What passed? — He says, “I have my claims upon the Government above ten 
times what you mentioned.” 

That the Committee have already. You say that Sir Jonah having written to 
you on the 10th of October 1825, telling you you will see Lyons, can you tell the 
Committee what passed between Lyons and you when you first saw him? — Nothing 
passed between Mr. Lyons and me of his explaining any of the circumstances 

whatsoever. 
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whatsoever. There was a ki»d of waiving; Mr. Lyons declined at first communicating; Daniel Pineau, 

it was with difficulty I could get Mr. Lyons to make any answer to me. “ Well, ^ Esq. 

did you give my letter to Sir Jonah.” — “ O yes, I did.” “ Well, what did he say?” g M^~8 
He said, “ Oh, you know it is a disagreeable subject, and write to him yourself ** 99 ‘ 
that was the manner of Mr. Lyons shoving me off from any thing decisive, and 
throwing me on that. My letter of the 19th of September 1826 was a decisive 
step on my part. 

You saw Mr. Lyons in the month of October 1825?— I must have seen him, 
and I did see him. 

When you first saw him, what reason did he assign for seeing you? — I asked him 
to explain these matters to me, and Mr. Lyons did not explain them to me. 

What passed? — I believe I told him that I had got this letter from Sir Jonah, 
and that he referred me to him. I said, Mr. Lyons, I have got a letter from 
Sir Jonah, referring me to you for certain explanations. “ Oh,” says he, “ I do not 
know, I do not know,” and he gave me no explanation like an answer to this letter 
whatsoever. 

How long were you and Mr. Lyons together ? — N ot a minute ; not two minutes. 

Did no further communication pass between you and Mr. Lyons in the interval 
between October 1825 and September 1826? — There might have been that kind 
of communication. 

Was Mr. Lyons in Dublin? — He was, occasionally. 

You saw him occasionally? — Yes. 

When you saw him your conversation turned upon the matter pending between 
you and Sir Jonah Barrington ? — Yes ; “ have you got any answer,” said I ; “No, 
no,” said he. 

Did you enter into any detail, because as Mr. Lyons was aware of the nature 
and extent of your claim upon Sir Jonah Barrington, vou might have stated that 
to Sir Jonah ? — I had stated it here. 

In short, you have no distinct recollection of what passed between you and 
Lyons i — It any thing of a material nature had passed I would have recollected it. 

Then the Committee are to understand from you, that at no time were these 
circumstances explained to you by Mr. Lyons which Sir Jonah Barrington said he 
would explain to you? — Most certainly not; the Committee are clearly to under- 
stand that from me. 

Was Sir Jonah Barrington’s notion of the transaction ever explained to you by 
Mr. Lyons? — No, never. 

What returns did you make to Parliament respecting these matters ? — I have the 
returns here, and I shall have the honour of presenting them to the Committee. 

[The witness produces the Returns .] W ith respect to the Nancy and the Redstrand 
derelict, they did not come within the compass of my returns to Parliament, which 
were confined to fifteen years. 

Then you are aware why that question was asked, because you state in a letter 
to Sir Henry Meredvth, I have already made my returns to Parliament and the 
Commissioners of Inquiry respecting these affairs ; it turns out that those returns 
do not embrace the cases of the Redstrand and the Nancy derelict? — No; but my 
returns to the Commissioners of Inquiry do. I had not communicated those matters 
to both, and I did not say I had to Parliament and to the Commissioners of 
Inquiry : I had made many communications as to the Redstrand derelict and the 
Nancy causes in the fullest possible manner to the Commissioners of Inquiry ; that 
is what I alluded to in my letter. 

You pressed upon Sir Jonah Barrington, both by letter and through Mr. Lyons, 
the necessity of paying you the 200/., that you might save his character by making 
the return to Parliament or the Commissioners, if it was paid. — As you did not 
say any thing about the Nancy, in what manner did you mean to save his character 
by not asking him for payment of the money due to you on the transaction arising 
out of the Nancy derelict? — I knowing the character and want of punctuality, 

I am sorry to say, ot Sir Jonah Barrington, I made my first stand on the case, of 
the Redstrand derelict, it being so simple and so uncomplicated that my intention 
was, it I had got a settlement, if he had reinstated the Redstrand derelict, to have 
stated the case of the Nancy to him ; that was my intention. 

In what way did you mean to make your return to the Commissioners, so as to 
cover Sir Jonah Barrington ? — I will tell the Committee what I would have said, 
candidly ; I would have said this : — Gentlemen, Commissioners of Inquiry, “ Sir 
Jonah Barrington in the year 1810 did receive 200/. in the case of the Redstrand 

2 93- • E derelict. 
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Daniel Phitau, derelict.— Gentlemen, in the year 1814 he ordered me to pay 40/. and 9/., and 
Es 4- he has replaced that money.” 

■ ^ As to the Nancy, how did you mean to do as to that? — As to the Nancy, that 

6 May 1829. would have been the subject of another consideration. 

Then you had not made up your mind to return it to the Commissioners; you 
must have kept it back? — No, I would not, I would have told the Commis- 
sioners. 

Then you would not have saved Sir Jonah Barrington? — He could not have 
been saved. 

Why did you not bring it all forward at once ? — Well, it was from the total inutility 
of it ; the total hopelessness of it ; the utter inefficacy of all my efforts. I am 
afraid that the Committee, without knowing the character of Sir Jonah Barrington, 
and the character of the registrar who has the honour to be before them, they will 
scarcely credit the circumstances that took place. I can only say, Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington ordered me to pay into Latouche’s bank 200/., and he wanted me to make 
a report that I had two debentures for the credit of the cause for that 200/. which 
he received. 

- You told the Committee you were equally hopeless about the 200 /.? — 1 am 
equally hopeless ; I never expect to get a single shilling. As to the 200/., I do 
not consider it my property ; I never did consider it mine ; I said the 200 /. Sir 
Jonah Barrington might if he pleased retain. I said I could not help it ; I said 
do not think you will retain that 200/. ; that 200/., the Redstrand derelict, was in 
point of fact not my property, it was the property of the salvors and persons claim- 
ing on the Court, so that I did not care if it was lodged with me ; if it was lodged 
with me, I should have been obliged to pay it out in another way. I did not care 
much about that; I particularly felt it a great cruelty when 1 had paid 40/. to 
Henry Pyne Masters to save him, not to be repaid that sum at least ; Mr. Masters 
presented a petition to me. 

Did the salvors lose that 200/. the Redstrand derelict? — They did. 

Have they made complaints, or instituted process? — Yes, they have com- 
plained. 

To whom ? — To the Lord Lieutenant ; I have their petitions to the Lord Lieu- 
tenant claiming that. 

How came their petitions to the Lord Lieutenant to be in your hands ? — In con- 
sequence of Mr. Henry Pyne Masters, after the 200/. had got into the hands of 
Sir Jonah Barrington, in the case of the Redstrand derelict, getting an order from 
Sir Jonah Barrington in 1810. 

You have stated that to satisfy Mr. Henry Pyne Masters, and to prevent this 
petition from reaching the Lord Lieutenant’s hands, you paid 40/. out of your own 
money to him ; you have stated that other petitions came from the Lord Lieu- 
tenant ; the question is, how those petitions w ere addressed to the Lord Lieutenant 
as the petition of Henry Pyne Masters, with respect to which you have given the 
Committee an explanation, came into your hands: — John Wycherly, one of the 
petitioners, gave me the petition; I paid him 8/. or 9/. ; the poor man was in 
great distress ; I paid him SI. or 9 ; on that occasion he gave me the petition 
which I have here ; and a man of the name of Welton had the petition, and John 
Wycherly was the bearer of the petition. 

All these petitions were relating to the Redstrand derelict, and the question put 
to you was as to the Nancy. You state, that in order to save the character of 
Sir Jonah Barrington you satisfied certain claims connected with the Redstrand, 
but you have stated both here and before the Commissioners of Inquiry, that Sir 
Jonah Barrington received two sums, making together 682/. 8$. 8 d., which monies 
were in fact yours ; they were never repaid to you by him, and they were not 
monies arising from the proceeds in your hands as registrar, but that they were 
bona Jide your funds; now the question is, if you wished to save Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington’s character in respect of the smaller sum, why did you not equally wish to 
save it in the larger sum ; and if so, how came you not to explain it on your return 
to the Commissioners ? — I confined my whole attention to the case of the Redstrand 
derelict at that time, for the reasons I have before stated, namely, I wanted to get 
one matter settled first. 

The question is, why you did that ? — Is it meant during the period of the Com- 
mission of Inquiry — 

Suppose the 200 1. had been paid, and the 40/. and the 9/., how could you have 
accomplished the object you held out of saving Sir Jonah Barrington’s character 

without 
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without an undue concealment of the other money ? — I can only say, that my atten- 
tion at the time 1 made that was confined entirely to the Redstrand derelict ; I had 
at the moment the Redstrand derelict only in my mind, but it was my intention 
always, when I got a settlement of the Redstrand derelict, then to have made 
a specific application in the case of the Nancy. 

The Nancy having preceded the case of the Redstrand derelict? — Yes. 

What you state the salvors to have lost is the difference between 200/. and 
72 1 . 2 s. gd ? — That is all. 

Did any body lose anything in the case of the Nancy ? — No, I paid it all. 

Did you ever advance any money to Sir Jonah Barrington, or on his account in 
the proceedings of those causes, except in the case of the Nancy and the Redstrand 
derelict ? — No. 

You never did? — I never did. I believe Sir Jonah Barrington owes me another 
sum, but not being sure of it, I did not mention it. 

In the case of the Nancy and the Redstrand you state you did actually advance 
money to him in order to make the proceedings of the court appear to be correct 
on the face of them ? — Precisely so. 

In the case of the Redstrand, the 200/. that you paid, and the 40/. and the 9/. 
were, as you stated, to stop petitions from going to the Lord Lieutenant to inquire 
about these sums? — The petition was of Henry Pyne Masters, to get out of that 
200/. the 40/. Sir Jonah Barrington had subsequently ordered him; that was the 
purport of his petition to the Lord Lieutenant. It was on the ground that 200/. 
was in my hands, and out of that payment he was to get 40 /., he having applied 
for that 40/. to Patrick Hamilton I believe, or Sir Jonah Barrington himself. There 
was a note written by Sir Jonah ; this I have not of my own knowledge, but I have 
it in a document, I think. 

Is it a document you have here? — Yes, I think I will be able to find it. It 
was a note written to Henry Pyne Masters, or to some other person as to that 40/. 
order, requesting he would not present it to Mr. Pineau for two months ; the 
consequence of it was, that very shortly, within three months, Sir Jonah Barrington 
quitted this kingdom, and never returned to it. That order for the payment of the 
40/. was not presented to me until the year 1814. 

That was two years afterwards? — Yes, four years. The person having that 
order, knowing and being perfectly aware that I had not the money, did apply to 
me, but did not apply to me until the year 1814, and then the person applied to 
me with a petition in the one hand to the Lord Lieutenant, and the order in the 
other. 

Are the Committee distinctly to understand from you, that in no other causes 
except those two of the Redstrand and the Nancy, had you ever advanced any 
money to Sir Jonah Barrington to cover any disposition, either before or afterwards 
of the money of the court ? — The Committee are perfectly to understand it. I did 
not advance money in any other cause but those two. 

In the first case of the Nancy you have already explained how the money was 
advanced, and in the case of the Redstrand you have given an explanation ? — Yes, 
and a true explanation. 

Do you know of your own knowledge of Mr. Hamilton ever having advanced 
money belonging to causes in court to Sir Jonah Barrington? — I know of my own 
knowledge that he advanced him that 482/. 

Which you repaid, and the loss fell upon you instead of Mr. Hamilton ? — Yes. 

Had you of your own knowledge known of any sums advanced in the same sort 
of way by Mr. Hamilton for Sir Jonah Barrington, and to include any of the court 
money belonging to the causes ? — 1 did not of my own actual knowledge know it ; 
but I believe the fact to have been so in another cause. 

Did you of your own knowledge, either by communication with Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington, or of your own knowledge, know of any transaction taking place between 
him and Mr. Hamilton except what you have mentioned? — No, I did not. 



293 - 



Daniel Pineau, 




6 May 1829. 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



36 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 



Veneris , 8* die Maij, 1829. 

John Charles Lyons, Esq. called in ; and Examined. 

John Charles Lyons, AT what time did you communicate with Sir Jonah Barrington upon the 
v j subject ot Mr. Pineau’s letter, when did you communicate, or when aid you 

8 May 1829. | lave any conversation with Sir Jonah Barrington upon that subject?— I think 
it was in the year 1826; I do not like to speak positively, but I think it was at 
the end of the year 1825, or the beginning of the year 1826. There are two or 
three letters. 

Have you seen any of those letters in print? — Yes, I have. 

[I he Chairman of the Committee here read an extract from one of the 
letters.] 

Did you communicate that letter to Mr. Pineau?— No; I was rather surprised 
to see that letter ; Sir Jonah Barrington never communicated any tiling to me re- 
specting the subject of that particular letter. 

. That is your explanation? — Yes; I was surprised, as Sir Jonah Barrington had 
never communicated to me on that subject. 

Do you know to what the expressions contained in that letter allude? — Yes; 
but I only know it from a confidential communication made to me yesterday by 
Sir Jonah Barrington, and he then mentioned why he did not communicate it 
before. 

The communication was of a confidential nature ? — Yes. 

And you were surprised, were you ?— Yes. When I heard it I was surprised. 

Had you read that letter when he arrived ? — I suppose I must, but I am not 
quite sure. 

This communication was made to you as his confidential agent? — Yes. 

Before that communication was made, you did not know what he mentioned 
yesterday? — No, I did not. 

Did you receive a list of documents from Mr. Pineau ? — Yes. 

You received a letter from Mr. Pineau ?— Yes ; and he requested I would 
deliver it to Sir Jonah Barrington. In that letter he enumerated certain docu- 
ments which he requested me to look at ; I was rather in a hurry, but I did look at 
the documents, and when I gave Sir Jonah Barrington the letter I told him I had 
seen those decuments. 

Did Sir Jonah Barrington make any communication to you upon the subject of 
those documents?— Not that I recollect; he gave me a letter which I delivered to 
Mr. Pineau upon my return, that was, I think, in 1 826. 

Did he make any communication to you after he had delivered the letter, as to 
the justice or injustice of it?— He made some general observations, but I do not 
recollect what. 

Did Mr. Pineau make any demand upon you as the agent of Sir Jonah Barring- 
ton, on account of the Nancy ? — I have no recollection that he ever did. 

Were you aware of any dispufe between Mr. Pineau and Sir Jonah Barrington 
with respect to any matter of account?— I was not aware of it till Mr. Pineau 
spoke to me on the subject, and the answer I made him was, that as 1 was the 
mere agent and receiver of Sir Jonah Barrington and lady Barrington’s income 
1 had nothing to do with their private affairs, and I would rather decline interfering 
personally, but I recommended him to write to Sir Jonah Barrington himself. ° 

Were you never in the confidence of Sir Jonah Barrington till yesterday? — 
1 have been in his confidence, undoubtedly, upon other subjects. 

But not upon this particular subject, not upon the Admiralty subject?— No 
• “i ”,° f^ peC ‘ concernil 'g any Admiralty proceedings, if 1 understand you 
rrgntly d— I do not recollect having had any confidential communication connected 
with the Admiralty. 

Were you not ever in his confidence respecting any proceedings in the Court of 
Admiralty r- 1 hat is so very general a question that 1 really do not know how to 
answer it. I should say, that Sir Jonah Barrington communicated confidentially 
with me upon most subjects, but I cannot recollect any particular expressions. 

It has been stated that Sir Jonah Barrington referred you to him?— 1 had no 
personal communication respecting the Redstrand and the Nancy • I was the 
medium of communication between the parties; I delivered one letter and brought 
back another, but I certainly said I would rather decline to act personally & 
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Sir 

Sir Jonah Barrington called in ; and Examined. Jonah Barrington. 

Sir Jonah Barrington, the object of the present Committee is confined to the in- 8 May 1829. 
vcstigation of the case of the Redstrand derelict, and the Nancy droit-dei elict, 
and therefore it will not be necessary for you to address yourself to any explanation 
relating to any other objects, will you therefore state what you have to say upon 
that subject? — My wish and object is, that as that depended upon the evidence 
of Mr. Pineau, my wish is to bring forward circumstances to discredit him, and 
to show that he is unworthy of belief. I have already stated that it would be 
a roundabout way to present a petition to the House to have the powers of the 
Committee enlarged 

The evidence against you does not rest exclusively upon the statement of 
Mr. Pineau. It consists partly of statements in your own hand-writing. Orders 
for the payment of money. It does not turn therefore upon the veracity of any 
witness. Will you therefore give such explanation as you think proper? — If I am 
allowed to give an explanation I am quite satisfied I shall be able to doit in a satisfac- 
tory manner, but it will be necessary for me to go at some length into the Report 
for that purpose. There are no orders in my hand-writing, and there has been no 
complaint made against me as to the misapplication of public money. 

The Committee wish rather to hear what explanation Sir Jonah Barrington 
wishes to give, not upon the whole Report, but simply upon those two cases I men- 
tioned. They wish to hear what explanation he has to offer upon that subject. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I think I have already given an explanation ; I have 
given one in the shape of depositions, and the other I have had the honour of send- 
ing to Lord Leveson Gower, those two, if read together, I should conceive, would 
be considered as a sufficient explanation ; I am however ready to enter into any 
further explanation that the Committee may require. 

The wishes of the Committee would be best consulted if vou were to confine vour 
explanation, Sir Jonah, first to the case of the Nancy, and then to the case of the 
Redstrand derelict, and not to mix them together. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I have done so ; one by depositions, the other by way of 
explanation, which I sent to the individual whose name I mentioned on Monday, 
and if the Committee would hear them read, I think they would be considered as 
satisfactory 

The Committee wish to avoid as much as possible general statements. We have 
general statements already. We wish to come a little at particulars. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I am afraid 1 do not make myself perfectly understood. 

What I wish is this, if the Committee is not satisfied with those two explanations 
as to the Redstrand derelict and the Nancy, 1 am ready to offer a further expla- 
nation, but in so doing it will be necessary for me to go into the Report at some 
length, and I think I should have no difficulty in showing that Mr. Pineau is 
unworthy of belief; to show that he is in fact perjured. I think I shall be able to 
show that upon the face of the Report itself. 

The Committee apprehend, as has already been intimated, that this case depends 
principally upon papers that have been put in as evidence, papers in your own hand- 
writing, and orders of court; those papers and those orders remain to be 
explained. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I think I have done so ; I have stated that those orders 
were made w ith the approbation and by the desire of the King’s proctor and the 
King’s Advocate-general, for the purpose of establishing a Droit-Fund in Ireland, 
the same as in England. I am satisfied that I have done nothing wrong. I am ready 
to be sworn, and I think I ought to be sworn ; I wish to be examined upon abstract 
queries. 

The Committee have not the power to swear you. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. It is an important thing for me that this matter should be 
explained. My character has been assailed, and if you put distinct abstract 
queries to me I will answer them in the best way I am able ; but as this investiga- 
tion respects transactions which took place such a number of years back, it is hardly 
to be expected that a man at my time of life can answer them very distinctly ; but 
if you will put abstract queries to me, and have the goodness to give me a copy of 
my last depositions and my first, in order to refresh my mind on the subject ; 1 will 
then be prepared to answer those abstract queries in the best way 1 am able. I am 
totally unconscious of having done any thing w rong. 

293- E 3 Do 
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Sir Do you happen to recollect the sum which you paid to the King’s proctor, or 

Jonah Barrington, that you gave orders to be paid to him in December 1805 ; the money which was 
paid into the Admiralty Court? — No, I cannot. It was paid into the Admiralty 
8 May 18*29. Court, and afterwards paid out to the King’s proctor, Mr. Hamilton. 

How came it to be paid to him ? — Because the King’s proctor is entitled to hold 
the droits. 

What, unadjudicated droits ? — I cannot say the Redstrand derelict was ; but 
the general practice appears on the report. They were adjudicated. 

Is it the practice in the Court of Admiralty in Ireland to pay out sums of money 
before the rights of parties are determined, to the King’s proctor?— -It is a practice 
of frequent occurrence. 

Do you know of any former instance in the Court of Admiralty where an order 
has been made to lodge half the proceeds of an unadjudicated cause with the 
King’s proctor ? — I cannot say half. I believe not constantly ; but I dare say there 
are such orders in the report. 

Do you mean to say, Sir Jonah Barrington, that it is the practice of the Court 
of Admiralty in Ireland, during the pendency of a suit, for the judge to make an 
order to pay 482 /. ; for instance, to the King’s proctor, to be invested in Govern- 
ment securities for the use of His Majesty, or the claimants, before it is decided 
to whom the money belongs? — Yes, with the consent of the proctors of the 
litigating parties. 

Who is the proper person with whom the money ought to remain ? — The regis- 
trar, and afterwards to the King’s proctor. It is handed by the registrar to the 
King’s proctor. 

But not before adjudication ? — Yes, very often, and to other persons ; I will 
show it by the evidence. It is a constant practice in that court ; I do not say 
it is a regular, legal or proper practice, but it is one of frequent occurrence ; 
very frequent in all causes. 

Can you point out to the Committee any instance in the court-books where it has 
been done? — Numerous instances, I will show it in the evidence. 

Then you state as a fact, Sir Jonah Barrington, that there have been numerous 
instances in which orders have been made in the Court of Admiralty for payments 
to be made for investing the proceeds of a cause before that cause was adjudicated 
upon, in the hands of the King’s proctor, for the use of His Majesty or the 
claimants ? — Many such; for all the proctors. 

Do you mean orders of your own, or orders of your predecessors ? I cannot 
say what my predecessors did. 

Then in the result a certain sum of money was given to the salvors, and the 
remaining part distributed among the claimants? — After deductions for salvage the 
remainder was given to the claimants. 

What had the officer of the Crown to do with this 482/. ? — To secure his costs. 
It is a very serious thing to me to have this imputation upon my character. 

Did any of this property ever come to the Crown? — Two hundred pounds was 
a balance lodged, and came to the Crown proctor to pay his costs, and any out- 
standing disbursements. 

Why, the Crown established no right to this property, did it ?— The property 
was returned in part to the claimants to whom it belonged, and a certain sum was 
paid to the persons who had rescued it from the danger ; — why should you pay half 
the money to the King’s proctor? — It was not paid to him, but lodged as a prima 
facie droit ; to secure so much as the Crown should be entitled to in case of an 
adjudication in its favour. This was an American claimant; and still I doubt if not 
a fictitious one ; but the thing is so very remote that I can scarcely recollect the 
particular circumstance. 

You say it has been the practice of that court to pay money in the way you have 
mentioned ? — I do, and a bad one. 

That is, you are speaking of your own practice? — Not only my own practice, 
but the practice for the last fourteen or fifteen years, when I have not practised. 

You cannot inform us whether it was the practice of your predecessors? — I know 
nothing of the practice of my predecessors. The courts in Ireland 35 years a<*o were 
not like the courts in England ; there was no regular practice existing as invariable 
practice in any court in Ireland 35 years ago ; in fact, I believe that the proctors, 
or salvors, or some sort of claimants, have for the last 20 years put into their pockets 
every single farthing of the droits belonging to the Crown, except a few pounds. 

In 
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In every case you say there has been a general division of the droits of the Sir 

Crown? Everyone, I believe, with the exception of the Madona, where there Jonah Barrington . 

were some thousands transmitted to England, and a droit given by the sign-manual l8 

to Captain Herbert, the son of Lord Carnarvon, and some other lengthy causes. y ' y ' 

It is stated that on the 2d of September 1807, you wrote to the registrar a letter 
which is set out in the report ; that letter was in your hand-writing, was it not — 

Now be so good as to explain to the Committee to what circumstance that letter 
alludes ? — It alludes to this, that I and Mr. Hamilton went over to England in 
order to explain how the case really stood, and to make a new arrangement, by 
which I was to get 2,000 1 . a year upon giving up business. I very much wish to 
be sworn, as there are these imputations on my character. 

The Committee have already intimated that they have not the authority to 
swear you. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. — Perhaps you will allow me to have the depositions 
before me ? 

The Committee think it would be better to give your explanation viva voce , rather 
than by reference to the depositions. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I really cannot recollect what I might have written upon 
that occasion, other than as in my former deposition, but I shall endeavour to 
search for some papers and letters to explain. 

The Committee will refresh your memory by reading the letter to you ; it is to 
this effect, from yourself to Mr. Pineau, who was the registrar. “ Dear sir, In 
the case of the Nancy, I request you will make the report I perused and approved 
of, stating your having in the registry two debentures to the credit of the cause 
pursuant to the orders of the 8th May 1806. I have, upon your making such 
order, to account with and pay you over a sum of igo L, being the value (or about 
it) of such debentures ; and I promise, upon demand by you, to give you my bond 
payable forthwith, for any sum, or any other security you may deem proper or 
necessary for the securing you therein. 2d September 1807.” 

Sir Jonah Barrington. — I should mention that the King’s proctor and the King’s 
advocate were called upon to make returns of all causes relating to the Crown, 
and how they stood, to the Government of England at that time. There had been 
an order made for 200/. to' be lodged in debentures, and that sum was intended 
as a security for the costs of the Crown. 

I suppose you made the order, is that so? — It was made in public, in open court; 
by prayer of the King’s proctor. 

Do you mean that this order, directing the registrar to lodge in the bank of 
Latouche and Co., subject to your order, the sum of 200/., was out of the proceed* 
of the Nancy ? — Certainly. 

You made that order, did you? — Yes; but it was made publicly, in open 
court. 

It was lodged in the name of the judge, was it? — Yes. 

And the name of that judge was Sir Jonah Barrington? — Yes. 

What are those two debentures? — Of stock. 

Given by you? — No. 

The registrar says there were no debentures at that time? — No. 

The registrar had no debentures to the credit of the cause, had he — he informs 
us that if he had stated he had two debentures in his hands to the credit of the 
cause, he would have stated what was untrue ; he could not have made such a 
report?— He had money, (this is explained, in my deposition; I refer to it) to a 
large amount in his hands. 

Did you not call upon him to state that he had in the registry two debentures 
to the credit of the cause ; he says there was at that moment no debentures in 
the registry ? — But he lodged the money for the purpose. 

Had you at that time any private account with the bank of Latouche and Co? 

— Not a farthing, that I now recollect ; but on further thought I shall endeavour 
to consider that question. 

Did you upon the 23d of May 1806 give a draft upon Latouche and Co. for 
30 1 . - -(No answer.) 

I think you said you had no money of your own in the hands of Latouche 
and Co. ? — No, I had not, that I remember; but I thought I had credit, and ought 
to have had. 

Did you give any drafts upon the house of Latouche and Co. at that time ? — 

It is so long ago that I really cannot be expected to recollect now. 
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Sir Do the Committee understand you to say that 200 1. was to be lodged in the 

Jonah B a rrington , bank, in your name, to secure the costs, and other demands of the King’s proctor? 

8 Ma 8 — Yes; because otberw i se if would be swallowed up, and it was the proper place 

1 a y 1 3 9 - 0 f deposit. 

That was the real object, was it ? —It was, so far as the 200 /. went, if it had 
been 

Then how came it to be necessary for you, in the same cause, to pay to Mr. 
Patrick Hamilton the sum of 482/. 85. 8 d., which was about a moiety of the 
whole produce, because he was the King’s proctor, and could pay himself the costs 
out of the 482/. ; then why vvas it necessary to lodge the 200/. for that purpose ? 
— An order was made ; and the order that was made to lodge half the money was 
this, it was a derelict, which came into some port ; there was no claimant, and the 
law is, that if a claimant does not come in in a year and a day it belongs to the 
Crown. 

Then was no claim made ? — A year had nearly elapsed when Mr. Hawkins put 
in a claim on behalf of an American, of New Brunswick ; the claim was always 
doubted, and I doubt it still, and it was thought necessarv to secure something for 
.the Crown, in case of an adjudication in its favour; it was thought adviseabl’e to 
put it out of the reach of being eat up, and by the desire of Dr. Duigenan, and 
it was upon his motion, and directed by him that it was done. 

The Committee think it right to supply you with some dates ; it is nothing 
but fair, considering this is a matter of so long standing. The order to pay Mr. 
Patrick Hamilton the 482 /. odd; was dated the 21st December 1805; and the 
order to pay Mr. Pineau the 200/. was the 3d of January 1806, therefore you see 
it was very shortly afterwards; therefore there could not possibly be an intervening 
space of twelve months, or any such period. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I fear I have not made myself understood. The order 
for payment to Mr. Hamilton, the King’s proctor, was on the 23d of December 

1805, and the order to pay to the Judge’s order the 200/. was the 8th May 

1806. 

Will you be good enough to say whether there was any money lodged in the 
bank ? — This is the date of the order for lodging it. Three accounts were made 
out and signed by the King’s proctor, and sent to Government ; I was then in a 
negotiation with Government. 

That has no application to the present question. I suppose no money could be 
paid out of the Court of Admiralty except under your orders? — Indeed it could 
and was constantly, and is recently, you will see by the report to the contrary ; 
though a very great proportion of the funds have been paid out by the registrar 
without the judge’s knowing any thing at all about it; but no droit-money could be 
disposed of but with consent of King’s advocate and proctor. 

How paid out, and by whom ?— By the registrar, without any notice. 

And without your knowledge or authority? — Yes; solely on his own private 
authority. 

Do you mean to say that such a practice is legal ? — The registrar does it, although 
not legally. 

Will you give us your statement upon this subject with a little precision. We 
want to know what the practice of the Court really is ?— 1 am sure it cannot be 
expected at this distance of time, and at the age of 70, this subject can be very 
fresh in my memory. 

But the judge must know whether money could be paid out without his order, 
must he not ? — I know that it has been constantly done ; I can remember sufficient 
to slate that positively. 

Suppose a thousand pounds to be deposited in the registry of that Court, could 
anything short of a judge’s order have enabled any body to receive it? — I have 
already said yes. It is the constant practice by the registrar. See the report. 

But you say it is not a legal practice? — Not at all. It is not a legal practice; 
but there were many things done in that court at that time of day that were not 
strictly legal. 

But you, as the presiding judge of that court, had the power of regulating its 
proceedings ; had you not a controlling power over the registrar ? — I say the practice 
was constantly for the registrar to pay money out without the judge knowing a word 
about it. 

You mean to assert that that was a generul practice ?— Most distinctly I do ; 
a frequent one; and there are very many instances of it in the report. 
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Then how came it to be necessary for you, Sir Jonah, in this particular case of Sir 
the Nancy — how came it to be necessary for you to make any order? — I did it to Jonafl Barrington. 
take care of the interests of the Crown, to prevent the possibility of its rights being ^ J 

defeated ; and there were other reasons for it; I knew that the registrar was not May ,829 ‘ 
solvent for large sums. 

After having adopted that course in the particular case in 1805, did you follow 
up that course in subsequent cases in order to prevent the registrar paying away 
the money ; did you make orders of your own for the payment of money in different 
causes ? — I did ; I cannot speak positively as to the names of cases. 

Or do you mean to say that your suspicions arose against the registrar in this 
particular case of the Nancy, and that you confined it to that ? — My suspicions 
arose in every case. 

Y ou were strongly impressed with the impropriety of trusting to the registrar ? 

— Yes. 

Did you make any complaints? — Yes, I did ; so did Doctor Duigenan make 
representations. 

To whom ? — To Lord Castlereagh and Mr. Cooke, and the consequence was 
the whole court was going to be put upon a new footing. 

I think you said that you had not any private account at the bank of Latouche 
and Co.,r — I said I had not. 

Do ybu remember drawing a draft for too L on that bank? — I do. 

By whom was it paid ? — By Mr. Pineau. 

To w hom ?• —To the King’s proctor, or his clerk.- 

You say the draft was drawn on Latouche & Co.’s bank ? — Yes ; but they had no 
funds of mine in hand. 

Do you not know that the bank of Latouche & Co. refused to open an account 
with you ? — I positively do not know it. 

But that draft so drawn for 100/. on Latouche & Co. was paid by Mr. Pineau ? 

— Yes ; it was a draft payable to the bearer, I believe, and was paid to Mr. White- 
way, the clerk to Mr. Hamilton, the King’s proctor. 

How' did you happen to know that Mr. Pineau paid the draft, and not Latouche 
and Co. — Upon my word I cannot answer the question, save by the report and 
letter. I cannot tell. I have never thought of the circumstance from the time it 
occurred till the present Inquiry,, and it is quite impossible for me to recollect. 

If I understand you rightly, Sir Jonah, the case stands thus, you tell us that 
you had no account with Messrs. Latouche?— What I say is that I do not now 
recollect that I had. 

You draw upon Latouche and Co. a draft, payable to bearer for 100/., and the 
fact is, that that draft is not paid by them, but paid by Mr. Pineau ? — He has stated 
in the report that he was called upon to pay it at the bank, and did pay it to the 
clerk of the King’s proctor. 

Did you give any other drafts upon the house of Latouche and Co. ?— I think 
I did; there were two drafts of 100/. each. This appears to have been paid by 
Mr. Pineau. 3 

It is drawn upon Latouche’s bank by you ; but does not Mr. Pineau state that he 
paid it ?— It appears by the report and letter to have been paid by Mr. Pineau. 

If Mr. Pineau paid it I cannot account for it. I do not recollect it. I never 
thought of it since. 

W as Mr. Pineau in the habit of paying money for you ? — My fees ; nothing 
more. 

You state that you gave orders to Mr Pineau to lodge the money in Latouche’s 
bank?— I did. 

And in your own name ? — Yes ; upon the motion of the King’s proctor, in 
order that it might be forthcoming whenever it was wanted. 

The King’s advocate was Dr. Duigenan ? — The same. I never made any order 
m any cause in which the Crown was concerned without his consent, and whenever 
I made them they were always public orders, that is, entered in the books. It is 
impossible for the members of this Committee to conceive the state of some courts 
ot justice in Ireland many years ago. It was often a complete scramble. I was 
not reduced to a situation in which I should have acted in the mean manner that 
has been ascribed to me. I could at those times generally command thousands, 
and it is not to be supposed that I should so have committed myself for the sake 
of retaining a few pounds. I trust I am incapable of such foolish conduct. 

2 93 - F Was 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 




42 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 



Sir Was not there a paper annexed to the draft ? — I do not know. I never heard 

Jonah Barrington. 0 f or gaw t ^at p a per before ; it was never mentioned in the depositions. 

' ^ '' Did you not say it was the general practice in the Court of Admiralty in Ireland 

8 May 1S29. tQ ^tribute all the King’s droits among the proctors of the court, for payment of 
costs. Amongst officers, proctors and salvors ? — Almost every halfpenny. 

But this was proved not to be a droit ? — Finally there was a claim allowed for so 
much ; it was prima facie a droit, being a derelict. 

But none of it was confiscated? — No, not finally ; all was paid to all parties. 

Was this distribution made before a final decree? — 'Yes; sometimes partially 
made at the commencement. 

What, as soon as the produce of the sales was brought in ? — Yes, often. I wish 
the Committee would order the decree in the cause to be produced, of course I can- 
not know at this distance of time what the decree was, but if the decree was pro- 
perly made up, every circumstance would appear upon the face of the decree. I sent 
to Ireland for the purpose of obtaining all the information in my power, but it was 
withheld from me. If the book was produced, of course it contains the decree of 
the court. Look into page 19 of the Report, or page 20. 

The Committee here referred to the book containing the decrees of the court. 
There are many entries respecting this cause. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. Yes, certainly ; but you will find there is no regu- 
larity. 

You say that the funds were frequently distributed in the first instance ?— Yes, 
frequently, partially applied. 

Upon whom did you make orders ? — The money was frequently paid to the 
salvors and officers without coming into court at all. 

Till you are able to ascertain what the amount of the salvage might be, how 
could any order be made for the payment of the salvors ? — As I have already 
stated to the Committee they were often paid without any order. 

Who paid them?— The registrar. 

The registrar was permitted to take upon himself to pay the salvors ? —Such was 
the frequent practice, and remained so many years after me. 

Before the amount was ascertained ? — Y es. 

And would the registrar pay the salvors just what he thought proper ? — Often. 
You will see it upon the face of the report often. 

And did you, as the judge of this court, Sir Jonah, permit this practice? — My 
surrogate did. See the report. 

And did this happen during your own time ? — In that instance and many others, 
but never when I could help it. 

And what prevented you from putting a stop to such an improper practice ? — 
Because it was not my business. I had no right to attach ; prima facie, I had no 
right to make an order against a practitioner, unless a complaint was made to 
ground it. 

Why you was the only person who had the right, was you not?' — The Com- 
mittee will find that unless a complaint is made to a judge he never interferes to 
punish an officer. 

Were you aware, during the time you presided as judge of the Admiralty Court, 
that your registrar paid just what he thought proper to persons claiming salvage, 
without any communication to you, or without receiving any order?— I always 
knew it when a decree was called for and made. 

The payments were frequently made by the registrar before you knew what the 
amount of the salvage actually was? — Yes, often. 

Was it the general habit? — Yes; for the least eighteen years, and my deputy, 
I believe Sir H. Meredyth, found it so. 

The Committee are not inquiring into the conduct of your deputy. You have 
not acted in person for the last fifteen years, have you ? — No, nor for nearly twenty. 
About nineteen or twenty years. 

Did you not go to live in England? — Yes ; and I believe my deputy. 

The Committee do not inquire into the conduct of your deputy, and you 
know you had no personal opportunity of knowing what was the practice of your 
deputy. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. No, that is very true. I never heard any thing about the 
matter for twenty years. But I see it in the Report. I was called to the English 
bar, but my health was bad, and I could not prosecute it. 

How 
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How many years did you preside in the Admiralty Court yourself ?— Thirteen or Sir 

fourteen years. Jonah Barrington. 

And during that time was the mode you have been speaking of, with respect to '' — ■ — J 

paying salvors, the general practice ? — Not the general practice, although it was 8 Ma y 1829. 
frequent. 

The registrar took upon himself the functions that belonged to the court ? — It 
was impossible to keep them in proper order. 

The Committee request you will look at that note [ handing a paper to the 
witness ], that proves you had other accounts. It is a letter addressed to Mr. 

Pineau. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. That was all on account of my fees. 

Do you mean to say that you had an account at Latouches and Co. for your 
fees? — No; but I think Lady Barrington might have had money at Latouches 
that she could draw out, and probably I desired her ; but 1 cannot say any thing 
positively. 

I thought you stated that you was aware Latouche and Co. refused to receive 
any money upon your account, because you had no account there ? — I suppose 
Latouche would not receive money in the name of a judge, unless by an order 
made through Government. I cannot tell. 

After having drawn on Latouche and Co., who had no money in their hands 
on your account, for 100/., you drew three other bills, one for 30 l. British, one 
for 20 guineas, and one for 20 /., and that was all after you knew that your first 
draft had not been paid by Latouche and Co., because they had no money in 
their hands on your account, but that it had been paid by Mr. Pineau. What is 
your explanation of that? — All this is now new to me. In truth I must have time to 
consider my explanation ; it has reference to a subject of such long standing, I am 
completely taken by surprise ; but I should think I must have had money at La- 
touches, or Lady Barrington must have had money there. I should think so. 

But you know they did not pay the draft ; they say they had no money on your 
account in their hands ? — I am afraid we are confounding two things together. 

There was 200/. directed to be lodged at Latouches, and there were two bills 
drawn for 200 1 . each. 

The Committee only find one draft for 100/. There are not two bills for 
100 1 . 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I really do not understand it, so long ago, and so abruptly 
interrogated. 

Will you look at the drafts, they are in your hand-writing, you know? — 

They are indeed. I will show you there was another 100/. And there was 
200/. lodged in the Latouche bank. 

You drew that tool., did you not; then you drew a 30/. bill ; another for 
20 guineas, and another for 20/. Now it does not appear before us that all the 
money was drawn for? — It is exceedingly painful for me to be subjected to all this 
abrupt interrogation ; but I say there were two bills for 1 00 1 . each ; but if 
Mr. Pineau does not think proper to produce both I cannot help it ; but I am not 
to be the sufferer on his account. 

Will you explain these drafts on Latouche and Co. ? — I take it they explain 
themselves. 

Out of what fund were those drafts to be paid ? — At this distance of time 
I really do not know, but I suppose out of some fund they had of mine. I must 
have time to consider. 

Why, you are quite altering your statement, Sir Jonah. Did you not tell us dis- 
tinctly that you had no funds in the hands of Latouche and Co. ? — I think that is 
a very harsh observation ; it is not to be expected at my time of life that I can 
speak with particular accuracy upon a subject that has not been passing in my 
mind for more than twenty-five years. I trust I am as incapable of wilfully uttering 
a falsehood, or designedly making a misrepresentation as any gentleman in this 
Committee. 

The Committee are not charging you with wilful misrepresentation, they are 
only reminding you of the difference of the two statements you have made. Their 
wish is, that you should not to be taken by surprise, but the two statements you 
have made are totally different. What Mr. Pineau says, is this, that there were 
200/. which you had directed him to lodge in Latouches bank, but that when he 
went to lodge it in your name they refused to receive it, because the cashier said 
you had no account there. Notwithstanding which, as he states, you continued to 
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Sir draw as if you had the 200 1 . in their bank, and when those drafts went in to 
Jonah Barrington. Latouche's, as they had no money in their hands belonging to you, they informed 

' ~ J Mr. Pineau of it, and he took up those drafts, and paid them for you. The Com- 

8 May i8?g. m ittee only think it right to put you in possession of what is the evidence before 
it, which certainly does seem consistent with the first statement you made, that you 
had no funds in their hands. He goes on further to state, that in consequence of 
having paid out of the 200 l., those drafts which you had drawn, he could not truly 
report that he had two debentures to the credit of the cause in his hands ; of 
course, if you wish it, you can withdraw that statement, or give any explanation you 
think proper upon it. , ... 

Sir Jonah. Barrington. As I have repeatedly stated to the Committee, it is im- 
possible for me at this period of time to speak accurately upon the subject. It 
really is not within my recollection. I never saw the drafts till to day, since 
drawn. 

Have you seen the report made by the Commissioners of the Court of Inquiry, 
where these facts are substantially stated? — All this takes me by surprise. 

The Committee have not yet received any explanation with respect to a bond, 
which it is represented you promised to give the registrar. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I have written an explanation ; it was done at the request 
of Mr. Hamilton and Dr. Duigenan. 

A request that you would grant your own personal bond? — It was at their 
request ; they wished me to satisfy him that he would be secure, as a new arrange* 
ment was in progress. 

You agreed to give him your own personal bond ; and yet if I understand you 
rightly, you said at this very time Mr. Pineau was under your very strong sur- 
picions ? — He was all along, as to solvency for large sums. 

When did you receive the honour of knighthood ? — I hardly know, but I think it 
was in the year 1 806. 

You drew a second bill for 100Z. and they refused to honour the draft? — 

I never wanted money at that time, unless occasionally. 

We are speaking of the facts before us ; and it appears that Latouche and Co. 
not having any money of yours in their hands refused to honour the draft ; you 
must have known that they refused to honour them ? — I was told so ; I did not 
know it of my own knowledge. 

After the money was lodged you gave 100/. to Mr. Hamilton the King’s proctor? 
— Yes ; he obtained it through the order. 

What order ? — An order to lodge 200 1 . in the bank. 

The Committee wish to put you. Sir Jonah, upon your guard when you say that 
the drafts must have been drawn upon some private account by calling your atten- 
tion to your own depositions ; I will read what it is that you have stated. “ And 
this deponent saith, that if this deponent drew any bill on the said house of 
Latouche and Co. on account of the lodgement which had been so ordered, but 
of which this deponent has no accurate recollection ; same was drawn by desire of 
the law-officers of the Admiralty, and for the purposes of the Crown proceedings, 
and in no respect to the amount of one farthing on this deponent’s private account, 
or for his private or individual use or advantage.” 

[A memorandum and draft was put into the hands of the witness]. 

The- Committee wish you to look at that draft and memorandum. 

Sir Jonah Barrington — Ido not know really what this means. “ May 14th 
1806, to be lodged at Latouche’s to the credit of Jonah Barrington, esquire, 
Judge of the Admiralty.” This is in Mr. Pineau ’s hand writing, I never saw it 
before, neither do I know what it means; I see it says a sum of money is to be 
lodged to my credit in Latouche’s bank ; it is all a mystery to me ; I cannot explain 
it at this distance of time, if it were a recent affair it would be easy to explain it ; 
it was received by the King’s proctor. It was paid by Mr. Pineau, I see by an 
indorsement on the back of the draft, to Mr. It. Whiteway, at Mr. Hamilton’s, 
13, Anglesea-street, who was the King’s proctor. 

The Committee wish you to go back to the answer you gave just now, which 
was that you supposed the drafts which you drew upon Latouche’s bank was upon 
some private account ; now, looking at the statement which I have read from your 
depositions, you attribute it to a public account and in no respect to a private 
account. You may have fallen into a mistake, and you have now an opportunity 
of explaining it ; at present the two statements are inconsistent ; upon recollection, 
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do YOU think it wa« upon a private account, or upon a public account?— It was 
nositivelv upon a private account. . 

P But in your depositions you swear, and I think it but fair to tell you so, you 
have sworn positively the reverse ; you swore that any bills you drew upon 
Latouche and Co. that they were in respect to public money? — I drew two bills 
each of l oo , in favour of Mr. Hamilton, that I swear positively, and they had 
reference to public monies. At this period Lady Barrington was in England, and 
she was either drawing upon me or the bank ; I paid her drafts always; I do not 
know how to account for it else, so long ago ; the bills, I suppose, were drawn 
upon Latouche and Co. in consequence of the 200 1 . which I believed was lodged 

There are two other drafts upon Latouche and Co., one for 20/., another for 
qo and they are drawn exactly in the same form as the bill for 100/; how do 
you account for that? -I cannot think there is any thing in that; it is the way, 

I believe, every body draws a bill upon a bank, at least it is the way 1 always do. 

Did you not mean that they should all be paid upon the same account? 
Provided it was not on account of the Admiralty ; I cannot recollect. 

But how did you suppose that the firm of Latouche and Co. could distinguish 
whether the bills were drawn upon the Admiralty account, or your private account 
—There mwht have been money lodged in the intermediate time to my private 
account ; I do not say there was ; this is a case of 25 years standing, and how is 
it possible to suppose that I can speak with any thing like certainty upon it. 

The bill for 100/. was drawn on the 13th of May, and it appears that this bill 
of 2 ol. was drawn upon the 11th of June, is not that so? — It was upon the oth of 
May that I desired Mr. Pineau to lodge this money. 

And which he did not lodge; you know they refused to receive it ?— 1 have 
heard so. „ . . 

Will you look at that draft for 30/. ; have you any recollection respecting it.— 

I see it was drawn in the county of Wicklow at my country-house. Let me 
consider. I think I can now call something to my recollection. I dare say 
there were a great many more drafts. Lady Barrington was at that period, it 
I mistake not, living in Sloane-street, in London, and Lady Barrington wrote to me 
to send her bills upon London; I think that was the case; and I dare say I sent 
an order to Mr. Pineau, upon Latouche, for a certain sum of money, and directed 
him to procure her a bill from England for it, in order, I suppose, that those 
which I drew upon Latouche should be met by the money which was to be lodged 

^ You say there was money lodged there then?— I should not say so decidedly; 

I can only judge from circumstances at this distance of time. I see by the 
letter I have said, “ Dear sir, I shall be extremely obliged by your procuring an 
English bill for 20I. English, to day, or at farthest to-morrow, payable to the order 
of Mrs. Barrington,” and so on. , T . a r 

Is there not at the head of that letter a draft upon Messrs. Latouche and Lo. 
for 20/.? — For 22 /. 

But that is only the difference in the currency, is it?— No, I suppose not, 
I desired him to procure me a bill for 20 1 . . 

And you sent him that draft, I suppose, by way of security ?— Yes. 

Was that draft to be paid for out of money lodged at the time .—1 suppose it 
was, but I cannot recollect, 'tis so long ago. . , , • 

Out of what fund was Latouche to have any money of yours —My own. 

You ordered the registrar to pay out of the funds of the Admiralty a certain 
sum to Latouche and Co.— You ordered him to pay out of the registracy 
of the court of Admiralty 200 l, to be at your disposal, at the bank of Latouctie 
and Co. ? — Yes. , . , „ ... , moo 

Have you got the draft of the 23d May ? — I have ; this is 30/. British ; it was 
for a bill to send to England, I have no doubt. 

Was it not to come out of that 200/.? — Certainly not. 

That is written eleven days after you had made this order ? 1 es. 

The order for the lodgement ? — Yes, the order for the lodgement. 

Can you prove by Latouche's books, or by any evidence, that at that time they 
had in their hands any of your private money ? — I really cannot at this distance 

ThTcommittee think that it would be easy to prove that fact, if they had 
private funds of yours in their bands. As far as the evidence is betore us, it 
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ttL- ‘ hey h K d t TM* "T? th0t ,h 'y refused t0 «*» iDt ° *“ account 

< ^ g J “ I™*. nama ' hut if yc“ had such private funds in their hands that could be proved 

8 May ,8i 3 . , y , thel . r b °°n S :,, II W ‘ be v «7 * as y> if you wish it, to get evidence from Messrs. 

Latouche, whether or no you had any private funds, and if you had not, it is injpos- 

privateusT 8 * the '" ference that tblS Was dra " n out of Public money for your own 
Sir Jonah Barrington I am taken completely by surprise ; I could not suppose 
standin ° U ^ ^ expeCted t0 gIve ex P lana tions respecting transactions of such long 

Committee wish to give you every facility in their power to assist your 
^collection, “ d l T ° 8™* y°“ an opportunity, if you think proper, of retracting what 
y u ave s a e . I will read again to you that passage from your depositions where 
you deny that you drew from a private fund. “ And the deponent positively saith, 
r , I de P onent drew an y bill on the said house of Latouche & Co. on account 
of the lodgement which had been so ordered, but of which the deponent has no 
accurate recollection, same was drawn by desire of the law-officers of the Admi- 

nn T the P u rp T S of th ? law 'P roceedin gs- and in no respect to the amount 
of one farthing on this deponent s private account, or for his private or individual 
use or advantage ; you disavow therefore in your depositions that you drew upon 
any private account and you state them to have been drawn by the desire of the 
law-officers of the Crown, and for the purposes of Crown proceedings, and in no 
respect upon your own private account. I have read this to you, Sir Jonah, in 
order that you may be in possession of what you have formerly deposed to. Was 
Mr Pineau to pledge himself to pay that bill P-He was always in my debt, but 

1 had given him an order to l° d g e money in Latouches bank. 

Put Mr. Pineau was in the first instance to become responsible for those drafts ? 
— r es, it he had not money of mine in his hand. 

The Committee wish you, Sir Jonah, to look at this draft report 
Mr Jonah Barrington. I do not comprehend it. 

Are not those alterations in your hand-writing ?— Certainly they are. 

I cannot ted y ° U alluded to in y our ,etter of the 2d of September ?— 

I mean the letter where you say “ In the case of the Nancy I request you will 
make the report I perused and approved of, stating your having in the registry 
two debentures t° the ■credit of the cause," and so on P- 1 cannot possibivTay- 
to me Uld h ‘" k m ' ght bC ’’ 1 U “ nk “ likely ’ Tb ' S P enci| - mal ' k . however, 'is new’ 

*5? repor ‘ - T0U i " ,ended ‘he registrar to make ? — I should suppose so. 
And that is the report on the making of which you say “ I shall pay you over 
a sum of 190 1 being the value, or about it, of such debentures ?”— "There must 
have been an order previous to this ; this is the report. 

,, i s no ‘ th .‘ s y°“ r lette .'' , refarrin s t0 ,he rep ort you have just been looking at 
Dear Sir, in the case of the Nancy, I request you will make the report I perused’ 
and approved of, stating your having in the registry two debentures to the c eS of 
the cause pursuant to the order of the 8th May 1806. I have, upon your making 
such order, to account with and pay you over a sum of 190/., being the value or 
about it of such debentures. ■ To account with and pay you over a sum of 1 00 1 
Now will you tell the Committee, Sir Jonah, how you came to have the sum of iqo i 
to pay to Mr. Pmeau upon his making that report ?- It is an engagement to rav it 

0 Mr. Ham, ton, the King's proctor, b, Mr. Pineau. Now I fen^that .Ws Kn 
mittee are t° take- n'to their consideration the whole of the report; Ishould think so- 

1 should think it is not to be taken by pieces ’ 

si h r e /»r 4 m H tee mere 'J aski "8 a " explanation of your own letter. 

' , t Barrington. 1 have explained it as well as I am enabled at this dis 

* T t ?i 11 ls lmposs| hle I can recollect the particular circumstances under 

which that letter was written ; I have no other explanation to rfStaS 

7 S h o e he ^r S K arep0 V‘ ,iCb bear f, date - Yes > here is a dL^ , 7 th December 
not mine^Th? S®' Tbe Nal,cy ' Tl,e fi S ures » re altered ; decidedly they are 
iiald' wriiing " a5 ,nade CCTtaWy by “ e ; b “‘ tha figures are not il my 

Do you think that paper is correct?— Itwill be seen by comparing it with the book 
Jteajnmtlee Look at the order of the 23d of December. ?■ On reading lh ' 

theTumofaSa h sTTr/ and nffida . vit °f reryice thereof, and a certificate®^ 
8*. 8 i. therein mentioned has not been yet paid in ; it is ordered 
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bv the iud«e that the registrar do forthwith, out of proceeds of this cause remaining Sir 

in his hands, and also out of any other proceeds or lodgements in his hands,” and Jonah Barrington . 
so on. You ordered this money to be paid to the owners out of the droit-fund ; ' g 
how could you do that ? — Because it was a droit. ay 1 39 ' 

Was it a droit? It was not a droit. — There were other droits, I dare say. 

Who would take care of the droit-fund? — The registrar; it might be in the 
registrar’s name as a droit fund. 

Was there such a fund? — Yes; but it was transmitted to England at the time 
of the Union. 

Was there such a fund at this time ? — There ought to be. 

This money never was a droit. Why should you order a claimant who comes 
into court, and makes good his claim at last ; why should you order him to be paid 
either out of the produce of that ship, or of any other ship ? The nature of a droit 
must be considered. 

You are aware that Mr. Pineau has stated that in conversations which you had 
with him you have admitted that you received from Mr. Hamilton a sum of 482 l. ? 

And X have sworn upon my oath that no such conversation ever passed. The 

question rests between us ; and surely this Committee would not consider the evi- 
dence all one way. . 

When there is a decree of restitution there is an end of the droit ? — A claimant 
may be for a part. . 

[A member of the Committee here read the judgment of Sir Jonah Barrington 
in this particular case.] 

Sir Jonah Barrington. All that I have to observe, that that decree was made at 
the prayer of the King’s proctor, and the King’s advocate under their order, and 
not made by me ex parte. It was a public decree. 

The Committee are of opinion then that it was their decree, and not yours. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I never made decrees in droit-cases, but at the instance 
of the King’s proctor, or the King’s advocate. 

The Committee think this was not a droit-case. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. It was, prima facie. The Crown had a claim upon it 
for their costs. There is one subject I wish to make an observation upon, and 
that is with respect to the claim set up by Mr. Pineau. The evidence is that he 
did not mention it to any human being for 24 years ; and I believe he was in a 
state of insolvency at the time. 

The Committee have no evidence before them in proof of his insolvency ; we 
never heard of it till this moment. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. A gentleman who was before you to-day could clearly 
establish that fact, I mean Mr. Lyons. 

The Committee can examine Mr. Lyons to that point if Sir Jonah Barrington 
wishes it. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I do wish the Committee to examine him as to the insol- 
vency of Mr. Pineau. I think the Committee will agree with me that it is very 
unlikely that my officer should have paid 630/. for me 24 years ago, without men- 
tioning it to any human being, and yet in the course of that time should himself 
be in a situation of great distress. And it is not till his own defalcation is found out 
that a word is said about it. He has proved himself unworthy of belief. He has 
forsworn himself in many of his accounts ; and I can prove that he is a person not 
to be credited upon his oath. 

Upon what ground did you order him to lodge 200 1. to your credit in the bank 
of Sir William Newcomen ? — From Mr. Hamilton’s costs ; it was lodged in the 
cause in the name of the judge in the cause of V. R. and derelict. Mr. Hamilton 
did get it 

Is it usual in Ireland to lodge money in a banker’s hands to the credit of a cause 
in the judge’s name? — No ; not common. 

Do you recollect giving a draft to Sir William Newcomen? — Yes; I recollect 
I gave them to whom Mr. Hamilton desired. 

Do you mean to say that you gave drafts to any person that Mr. Hamilton 
verbally desired you ? — Certainly. 

Without taking any receipt or acknowledgment ? — Yes ; Mr. Hamilton most 
undoubtedly giving a receipt as the King’s proctor. I am extremely sorry that it 
is not in my power to give a more clear explanation of the transactions to which 
I have been examined ; but the fact is I have nothing to assist my memory, all my 
valuable papers having been lost by William Moffatts, against whom I filed a bill, 

293. * F 4 and 
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and who I put in prison for four years ; but fortunately I have found a few import- 
ant papers. 

Do any of them relate to this derelict ?— Collaterally. There is another topic 
which I wish to make an observation upon, with the permission of the Committee, 
which is a matter of credit as regards Mr. Pineau. He states that he stopt certain 
memorials from going to the Lord Lieutenant. The fact appears to be this, 
though I do not know the exact rights of it : Having quitted my judicial duties in 
the month of September 1810, I made an order for one Pyne Masters for 40 
which was additional to 250 l. as a salvor. Mr. Hamilton, the King's proctor, 
stated to me that he was a very meritorious person, and prayed that he might have 
some further compensation ; and upon that prayer I ordered him to have the addi- 
tional sum which Mr. Hamilton was to have paid out of the 200 1 . which he had 
so received. I do not understand that Mr. Hamilton did pay it, because, till after 
Mr. Hamilton’s death it never was demanded by Masters. Then Mr. Pineau says 
at the end of four years Masters came with the order in one hand and a petition 
to the Lord Lieutenant in the other, and he states that the better way would be, as 
he thought, to pay it. The order was a public regular order, by which this man was 
to receive an additional 40 /., and yet Mr. Pineau says it was not presented for 
■ four years. 

[A portion of the memorial of Masters to the Lord Lieutenant was here 
read by one of the Honourable members of the Committee.] 

Sir Jonah Barrington. All I can say, is, that I know nothing about it. It is 
a mere statement, and cannot by possibility be read as evidence against me. I hear 
the contents of it now for the first time ; I know nothing at all about it, and it 
is a statement that cannot affect me ; I never heard of such evidence as this bein» 
received against an individual. If I am to be treated as a culprit, let me have the 
benefit of being tried like one. When Mr. Pineau was asked by the Commis- 
sioners of the Inquiry why he did not demand from me, for twenty years, that 630 1 . 
which he now claims, he said because he thought if he could get 40 /. from me by 
dread of exposure I should be glad to pay him the 600 1 . Mr. Pineau was never 
in a situation for any one to be in his debt to such an extent, and in fact, he was 
I believe, in a state of insolvency at the time of the Nancy, and I hope the Com- 
mittee will do me the favour of examining Mr. Lyon upon that subject, who, I have 
no doubt, will prove to the satisfaction of the Committee what i have asserted. 
There certainly was a time when I had a good opinion of Mr. Pineau. 

You say you once entertained a good opinion of him. When did that opinion 
cease?— When I saw the Report; but I thought if he had experienced a loss it 
must have have been owing to my surrogate, and as I did not sit myself I thought 
if any injury had been inflicted by my surrogate that I was responsible, he stand- 
ing in my place. 

It appears that this claim was stated to you in a letter of the 25th day of July 
1825, and still more fully again in the month of August. Now I wish to know 
how it happened that you gave no explanation, and did not deny the existence of 
the claim in your letter ? — I did not know how to act. Perhaps I may be allowed 
to explain that letter. 

The Chairman. Perhaps we had better postpone that till we meet again. 

John Charles Lyons , Esq. again called in ; and Examined. 

How many years have you known Mr. Pineau ?— I cannot say that I am very 
well acquainted with Mr. Pineau ; I have known his person, and known him 
as a professional man, 1 should think fifteen or sixteen years, or rather more. 

How long have you been in business ? — Ever since the year 1 807. 

What have been the circumstances of Mr. Pineau, as far as you have been able 
to judge during the time you have known him ?— Of my own knowledge I cannot 
say a great deal, but I believe his circumstances were at one time embarrassed. 

At what period ? — I really cannot say, speaking from recollection. I could 
inform you exactly by a reference to books and papers which I have at home. But 
I remember at one time his bills were in my office to sue for. 

There were writs against him ? — Yes. 

To what amount do you happen to recollect ?— No ; I really cannot recollect 
at this moment. 

We 
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We do not want to know to a day, but about what time ? — I will endeavour to 
recollect as near as I can ; but it must have been, I think, the year — certainly ^ 
within the years from 1813 to 1816. 

Not before the year 1813 ?— I really do not think it was before the year 1813. 

Then you have no knowledge of the circumstances of Mr. Pineau prior to the 
ear 1813? — I cannot say positively; I have a perfect knowledge that somewhere 
about the period I have mentioned there were proceedings taken against him for 
some bills of exchange, and I know he was sued to judgment and execution, and 
the matter stood over for several years in consequence of his embarrassment. 

Was he taken in execution ? — No, I think the execution was against his 
property, and I believe the sheriff returned that there were no goods, and that 
Mr. Pineau had absented himself, and his retreat could not be ascertained. 

Have you any other means of ascertaining Mr. Pineau s circumstances? No, 

I have not. . 

Do you know whether there was any general opinion as to the state of Mr. 
Pineau's circumstances ; was there any opinion of his circumstances either one 
way or the other ? — I am at a loss to answer the question ; it is rather a delicate 
subject to give an opinion as to any general impression with respect to a man’s 
circumstances, but I believe it to have been supposed by many persons that he 
was embarrassed. . 

Did he know you to be the confidential agent of Sir Jonah Barrington r- - 
I think he must. . 

From what time?— I should presume that Mr. Pineau having been officially con- 
cerned with Sir Jonah Barrington, he would be very likely to know that I was his 
agent from about the year 1816 until the last year; I had not been for the last 
year Sir Jonah Barrington’s agent. _ . 

When did you first hear from him of his claims upon Sir Jonah Barrington r — 
Not till about the year 1 826. 

I think you said that it was a confidential communication about the letter of 
1825?— I asked him why he had written that letter without having made a com- 
munication to me ; Sir Jonah Barrington then mentioned his reasons to me, and 
mentioned them confidentially, and I should not wish to be pressed upon that 
subject. 

Did you receive any letter from Sir Jonah Barrington for Mr. 1 ineau, on the 
16th of October 1827?— I received a letter for Mr. Pineau from Sir Jonah 
Barrington, but I cannot say whether it was at that time. 

Have you a copy of those letters?— No, I was very anxious to keep myself 
perfectly clear of any communication with them. 

Both” those letters you communicated, 1 suppose ? — I delivered a letter from 
Mr. Pineau to Sir Jonah Barrington, and he told me the nature of it in very 
general terms,’ but I requested him to w'rite his answer. 

What was the date of those letters; do they appear in the Report ?— One of 
those letters was numbered ; I saw a copy of one of them yesterday, in which 
Sir Jonah Barrington had numbered the paragraphs as well as I recollect. 

Were you examined before the Commissioners ? — No. 

Can you tell us the year in which those letters were written r — In the years 
1826 and 1827, I should think. 

1 suppose you only speak from recollection?— Only from recollection; I was 
desirous throughout not to mix myself up in the transaction. 

I suppose those letters were subsequent to the inquiry of the Commissioners r— 

I think not; I think they might have been pending the inquiry. 

But subsequent to the commencement of the inquiry? — I think that very 
likely. . . 

You told Mr. Pineau that you wished to avoid any thing like personal com- 
munication ? — Yes. 

Can you recollect what passed between you and Mr. Pineau upon the occasion 
of his coming to you, the subject matter being a demand? 1 think he requested 
me to call at°his lodgings to look at some papers, and he said, if I recollect, that 
he had a communication to make to Sir Jonah Barrington of a private and pecu- 
liar nature, and he said he thought that Sir Jonah Barrington would not like an 
exposure. . . , 

What answer did you make to that observation r— I said, 1 thought tl.e best 
piode of communication was the post, and that was open to him. 
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Did he mention at that time that he had a demand upon Sir Jonah Barrington P 
— I think he said he was out of pocket^/, or 5 ol. 

Out of pocket he said, did he? — To the best of my recollection that was the 
expression. He showed me the papers, which I went through with him, and it 
certainly appeared to me from them that he was something out of pocket. 

He did not mention any thing about this great sum ? — 1 have not the least recol- 
lection of his mentioning it. 

And that is all you know upon the subject ? — Yes. 

From what time was Sir Jonah Barrington absent from Ireland ? — I should say 
about 15 years, probably for two or three years more. In the year 1816, he first 
applied to me to collect, receive, and remit his and Lady Barrington’s income, and 
as far certainly as my observation went, I never inet with a more particular or 
honourable man with respect to money matters. 

You have spoken upon the embarrassed circumstances of Mr. Pineau for about 
three years ; have you reason to know that his circumstances altered at the time of 
this commission ? — My only reason for supposing they had was this, that from 
having been an absent person before he again became a public man. 



Lima, 11 die Mai j, 1829 - 

, Sir Sir Jonah Barrington, again called in : and further stated. 

Jonah Barrington. 

' J THE Committee asked me, before I went away the last day, for an explanation 

ix May 1829. of the letter. I thought it was the better way to put down in writing expressly 
what I had to say upon that explanation, because it is a very singular explanation 
I have to give, and it is one that the Committee will form an opinion upon when 
I have given it, whether I ought to go fully into it or not. I will obey their orders 
upon the subject. I have written it down carefully, so that I might make as few 
mistakes as possible. The Committee will recollect that this letter of mine is 
an answer to a former one of the 27th of August 1825 of Mr. Pineau to me; 
the first notice he gave me was the 27th of August 1825 of his demand, and 
my answer was the 10th of October 1825. Now I am called upon for an expla- 
nation of that letter, and I feel a necessity to go into an explicit explanation in 
consequence, and you may ask me every thing after I have read it. My answ-er is 
this: Mr. Pineau’s letter was the 27th of August 1825; my reply to it was the 
10th of October 1825, being the letter on which I am interrogated. I had antici- 
pated my intention to Mr. Pineau, but did not in fact communicate to Mr Lyons 
the subjects alluded to in that letter, because on more mature reflection I judged 
that such communications, though tending materially to affect Mr. Pineau himself, 
might implicate some distinct confidential transactions and names, which though 
strictly honourable to all parties and injurious to none, were not and are not of 
a nature calculated for public disclosure. Some of these, however, had relation to 
the rights of the Crown, and were generally connected with the court and judge, 
and partially the registrar ; but they had no relation whatsoever to the abstract case 
of the Redstrand derelict or the Nancy, or any other distinct droit case in the 
Admiralty. The object I went to London then for was to seek an adequate retiring 
pension ; that object failed, through the absence of my friends. The subject, 
therefore, I had not for some years thought of, until about that period I learnt 
matters respecting Mr. Pineau which revived it, and not thinking lightly of him at 
that time, I was disposed, for his own sake, to communicate to him and undeceive 
him as to the cause of money having been taken out of his hands. On reflection 
I considered it wrong. However it is only within these few days I did confiden- 
tially mention the subject matter of those circumstances alluded to in that letter to 
Mr. Lyons. Painful however, as it must be to me, if the Committee desire 
I will communicate to them those circumstances and my allusions. Thus much, 
however, I can say without pain, that the claims I allude to on Government, men- 
tioned in that letter, were all just and admitted, and thought so by the English 
members, who have always acted heretofore fairly and honourably by me; it has 
never been discharged, but it was not their fault. I avow that the subject alluded 
to in that letter did relate to the establishment of a droit fund and a receiver and 
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in Ireland, if possible in the state of that court; it did relate to a partial Si 

anoropriation of a portion of that fund specifically if it could be collected , and {<■«■» >^nn s , m . 
bv desire also of some of His Majesty's ministers it did relate to the court gene- u „ l8 
rally to the judge individually, and to the registrars profits officially ; and it did 
originate from the friendly and honourable interference, as a mediator, of one of 
the Kind’s cabinet ministers, still living; but a total failure of the intention deter- 
mined me either to have the court altered, or to retire altogether. Those are the 
facts : but any reform of the court was then totally counteracted by the private 
interference and report of the lord chancellor and the three chief judges of Ireland 
• n direct contradiction to the report of Lord Stowell and the opinion of the Irish 
secretary and His Majesty’s cabinet ministers of England. The result was quite 
destructive to me, and' I became disgusted with the office totally and determined to 
retire, and have made every effort to do sq on just terms for many years, as I have 
now in proof by manv letters from persons of high rank to myself. But 1 was 
always counter-advised by my ministerial friends, particularly by Mr. Cooke, who 
dissuaded me from this measure, as by the letters now in my possession may appear. 

So late as the 1 6th of October 1827 I also sent my resignation by Mr. Lyons tor 
Mr Lamb, before any idea of any report of the Admiralty Court was at all m 
contemplation; but it was not delivered to him, being considered irregularly worded. 

The next subject I mentioned in my letter is, that I did not at first understand Mr. 

Pineau’s demand : it was perfectly true I could not at first conceive why he should 
demand any money from me in such a case, after near twenty years ; but his letter 
of the 27th of August brought the case to my recollection, and I did recollect that 
it was an effort to save something in a droit cause, I admit with some view to my 
own interests; but though the circumstances of the case were so small, and so long 
a period has elapsed that many points may fluctuate in my memory, and though 
certainly I may be forgetful on some points, yet certain I am that no portion ot 
those proceeds rested with me. I find by some letters I read yesterday, that 
a communication was made to Mr. Cooke by Mr. Hamilton through me in the 
year 1812 of all the droit cases, and an account of his own demands against the 
Crown, making the Crown his debtor, and stating very considerable unappropriated 
funds in the hands of the registrar, who I understand has now some thousands ; 
but as I have determined never to officiate more, I did not follow up that in- 
formation as I might have done, probably to my own individual advantage, and 
upon which I am very willing to give the Committee an entire explanation, and 
what appears there to he mysterious. At the same time I ask them whether they 
choose I should or should not ? I think I ought not. It relates very much to 
myself, it relates to others ; it is not wrong, there is nothing dishonourable. 

If it relates to the present business in any manner, or if you think it in any 
respect material to your defence, certainly there can be no reason why you should 
not state it ?— It may be considered improper by others, but I do not ; I feel it so 
upon my defence, there are two points which seem to me to press very strongly 
upon me, and I regret to find there has been excited such an extraordinary public 
feeliuu against me after such a lapse of time. On the sum of 50 1. I was, and on 
the allegation of Mr. Pineau, represented in the public prints to have been almost 
as bad as a murderer would have been considered ; but at the same tune I o 
consider I am called upon to state the facts as they really are, and it lies with the 
Committee to disbelieve or not other persons. The documentary evidence speaks 
for itself, and cannot deceive. It is not by unexplained constructions 1 am to be 
put down ; it is by constructions verified by credible oral evidence ; and I ven- 
ture to say if the oral evidence of Mr. Pineau is taken out of the case, you will 
see nothing more in it, because Mr. Pineau’s evidence is this. I will take tor 
granted I did make very irregular orders ; I will suppose that, for I do not sav they 
were regular ; but, under the circumstances of the case, I think 1 ought to go 

into it. , • • 1 1 

It must be explained ?— I will explain it shortly ; the explanation is not agreeable, 
but however I will make it. At the time of the Union, for it relates so far back as 
that, this transaction was five years afterwards, I was in Parliament, and 1 was 
determined to oppose the Union ; this relates to the point : I held severed public 
law offices under the government, and among the rest I held my present office and 
King’s counsel ; 1 held also other offices as counsel ; I was determined to oppose 
the tlnion ; I was moreover made the highest offers to, and probably as high as 
any body else, but I would oppose it. Lord Castlereagh was my particular mend, 
and had apprized me of the intention, and we had quarrelled upon that subject ; 
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and I have got a letter from him thereupon, declining to appoint me solicitor- 
general, which I expected I should have been, he saying that he did not consider 
that persons should oppose the Government and yet hold offices under it. I was 
dismissed from some other offices in 1 809. 

It would be desirable to confine your observations and statement to any thing 
that bears upon your own case ? — This bears upon it exactly ; if I do not bring it 
to bear upon it 1 am talking uselessly. Lord Westmoreland afterwards interfered 
between me and Lord Castlereagh ; he is the best friend 1 ever had, and a steady 
one, and has always stuck by me. This will explain the droit of Admiralty busi- 
ness altogether, as to how I was interested in it. This letter is dated May the 6th, 
1800. “ Dear Sir — I have received your letter, and have conversed with 

Mr. Cooke upon the subject of it; and I have likewise expressed to him my wisli 
that he should discuss with you different points, particularly relative to the 
Admiralty, and shall be glad if they can be arranged to your satisfaction. I will 
endeavour to find an opportunity of mentioning the business to Lord Spencer. 
I am, your very faithful and obedient servant, (signed) Westmoreland.” I have 
another letter, dated March the 31st, 1806, from Lord Westmoreland. “ I have 
been so particularly engaged during some time past as to prevent my giving so early 
an answer to your letter as I wished to have done. I am very sensible of the circum- 
stances you state, and shall be very happy if I can be of any service as a mediator 
in effecting a reconciliation between you and the Government. With this view, 
I have written to Mr. Cooke to express my desire in confidence to Lord Castle- 
reagh, that he would enter into the business with a friendly disposition ; but if you 
prefer any communication through me, I shall readily convey your sentiments to 
Lord Castlereagh, with my wishes that the matter may be arranged satisfactorily 
with you and the Government. I shall have great pleasure in seeing a favourable 
end to this business.” There are several others to the same effect, and from other 
persons which I need not mention ; the consequence of it was, that between myself 
and Lord Castlereagh, and Mr. Cooke and another person, inasmuch as I did say 
to Lord Westmoreland, “ I will do what you desire, because I think it a matter 
of honour,” he wrote me a letter, expressing his expectation that I would resign 
my seat (which I had got through his lordship) as I opposed the Government 
question. I had paid for my former seat 2,500/., and I did say I thought I should 
be made some compensation for it ; but whether I was or not, 1 would do as Lord 
Westmoreland suggested, against the opinion of Lord Oriel and Mr. Ponsouby, and 
other friends of eminence, and resign my seat ; and I did resign my seat, upon the 
understanding that I should be placed upon the same footing as others were who had 
resigned their seats. After that a negociation took place between Lord Castlereagh 
and Mr. Cooke and me, with the knowledge of others ; and it was amongst other 
things agreed, that I should put in a claim to the Commissioners of Compensa- 
tion, who had the appropriation of a million and a half, for compensation for 
the loss of the prize jurisdiction I had exercised, and which I have brought the roll- 
book to show I had the right to exercise, and an order from Lord Castlereagh that 
I should exercise it ; and it was also agreed, that I should receive whatever others 
received as a compensation, if Government succeeded, for vacating their seats, as 
I had vacated mine. When the Union took place, Mr. Cooke had informed’ me 
that that could not be done in that way, because I would not be in Parliament at 
the time of the Union being effected, and did not come within the rule of <nvin<r 
compensation to persons in Parliament at the time ; and I also afterwards “more 
unfortunately found that my claim that I put in for compensation for the prize 
jurisdiction was put in some days too late ; it was limited to a year, and I put it. 
in some days too late. Dr. Duigenan was a commissioner, and Lord Annesley and 
Mr. Jamieson ; they were my friends, but could do nothing. It was then considered 
what could be done ; I heard that Lord Stowell had suggested, and other lawyers, 
that the Court of Admiralty of Ireland should, as far as could be, assimilated to 
the court in England ; it had been always in a state of confusion ; and I am sorry 
to say, as I see by the Report, that it is so at this day ; it was therefore agreed 
as far as possible that a droit fund should be preserved for the Crown, and that 
under the order of the Crown, when a certain fund was collected, I should be made 
compensation for the loss of profits which they could not compensate me for by the 
Commissioners of Compensation. I therefore did feel an individual interest in pre- 
venting the droit fund from being- totally swallowed up by salvors claims, and the 
practitioners, which they have been from that time to this ; but I do most posi- 
tively assert, that my efforts were altogether ineffectual, for not a single sixpence 

have 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



ON THE ADMIRALTY COURT. IN IRELAND. 53 

, T trained directly or indirectly, but lost many thousand pounds by losing my Sir 
rofession and giving up my business. With that view I did make many orders, JonahJBarr^ ton 
T believe there were only two I could make previous to 1803, to have money i lMayl82 g. 
taken out of the hands of the registrar, which they were not, for they were otherwise 
disoosed of. In the one case, the only prize case then in the court, I considered 
myself not warranted in retaining any part of the proceeds in Ireland, because the 
Act of Union took away my jurisdiction in prize direct. There were two prize 
eases, the one was the case of the Le Medora ; in that I ordered the registrar to 
make up the account, and pay my expenses and every body elses, and transmit the 
balance to the English Government; which they did to the amount of some thou- 
sands. Mr. Cooke informed me they were obliged to add to it as much as made 
12,000/., to give to the Greeks to prevent the Grand Seignor being angry. The 
other case concerned the son of Lord Carnarvon : I received a letter from Mr. Pon- 
sonbv, enclosing one from Lord Carnarvon to himself, requesting he would speak 
to me to see what could be done for him. Mr. Ponsonby says in his letter, “ The 
English are so ignorant of your Irish concerns, and so disposed to censure them, 
you will let me know what they are.” I said I did not feel authorized, unless 
under the King’s sign manual, to send them out of the kingdom ; which I did 
obtain, and ordered the proceeds or vessel or cargo out. That is the best ex- 
planation I can give of the truth of those orders being made, and when I found 
that my professional business had gone altogether, I determined I would give up 
the affair altogether, and retire to England, if my health would permit me to do 
so • and under the auspices of Lord Stowell I w as called to the English bar, speciali 
gratia, and took a house first in Wimpole-street, and then in Brook-street, Gros- 
venor-square, where I remained till my health would not permit, nor my purse ; 
and I had previously appointed surrogates, and retired then to the continent. 

That is my case, and after more than twenty-five years, I could not have a con- 
ception I should ever be called upon for an explanation. I hope I shall be per- 
mitted, having stated the real fact of my interest in droits, to show, that as to docu- 
mentary evidence I have given the best explanation my recollection affords ; and 
as to the oral evidence, I hope I shall not be prevented showing you it is an entirely 
false and malicious charge, as far as it goes, as to my retaining one shilling ; and 
I beg to answer some questions which 1 could not answer the other day. I could 
not point out in the book where, I believe, some of the gentlemen of the Com- 
mittee are mistaken. I beg a thousand pardons ; I believe I was too warm, but 
I hope I have not given offence to any individual. But it is too bad ; if I had 
been a murderer, one of my judges in England was a proclaimed murderer, 

I might have been a Commissioner of Inquiry too probably. I have letters from 
the highest person in the kingdom ; I have a letter from Colonel M'Mahon, by 
order of the King, bearing testimony to his Majesty’s favourable opinion of me; 
and it is the first time it has ever been publicly impugned. I believe the reference 
to you is pretty general ; it is to take into consideration the Eighteenth Report of 
the Commissioners, and also the depositions, and certain documents ; but I do not 
think it was framed absolutely by words to meet my case. 

Our present inquiry is at this time confined to the cases of the Redstrand and 
Nancy derelict. You have admitted the orders by which you withdrew sums of 
money in each case and lodged them at a private bankers, the material point being 
and the object of your evidence to show to whom you gave the orders upon those 
bankers, and that those were official payments to persons who had the same ? — 

If it was a recent matter it might be easy to do it ; but I will, I think, show the 
Committee they misconceive one part ; if you take Mr. Pineau’s verbal account out 
it, I admit all the rest. I have given my only explanation of it; but I will show 
you there has a mistake been arising with some of the gentlemen of the Commit- 
tee as to the business of Messrs. Latouche. I was asked on Friday, but I did not 
recollect the fact then. I had much dealings with Mr. John Latouche, junior, banker. 

Mr. Latouche and I stood as joint candidates for the city of Dublin; 1 stood 
fifteen days poll for the city of Dublin, and Mr. Latouche and I made much 
expenditure together ; and Mr. Latouche gave me 1,000 /. towards my expenses at 
one time, and I afterwards drew occasionally upon John Latouche for sums of 
money at different times, but it was a private not a bank account ; we had been 
joint candidates, and it cost me what I should be very much ashamed to say, 
indeed it did me a great deal of permanent mischief, and cost some thousands. 

Mr. Latouche upon a certain account paid me 1,000/. and allowed me to draw 
upon him privately for three years on loan when I wanted small sums. He stood 
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Jonah Barrington. a secon( j election, and I supported Mr. Grattan upon the second election and 
1 ' that broke off our connection ; I had some dealings till then, but I can tell no more 

xi May 1829. a child unborn what they were, I kept no account of them, and as I stated 

before, I lost the greater portion of my papers in 1 812. I recovered a few I found 
yesderday in a little box. As to Sir Thomas Gleadowes, I had very large dealings 
of different sorts with him. I now find I had a very large credit at one period 
there from Sir John Brown, who gave me at times 1,000/. for coming over 
to his petition here, and aiding him in his election in Ireland. It was Gleadowes, 
Newcomen and Ivy, latterly I believe it was Mr. Thomas Newcomen I had the 
dealings with, and not Mr. William ; in fact I had money at different times at all 
the banks, and spent a great deal too much, that was the truth ; but the draft 
upon Mr. Latouche which was shown to me on Friday is a document I had never 
seen before from that period, and did not recollect. I find in the Report it ap- 
pears they were two distinct sums of 100/. each ; Mr. Pineau says he was called 
upon in a dilemma to pay 100/., he does not say who called upon him, it cer- 
tainly was not me, for I was not in Dublin, but that he paid 100/. in that 
dilemma, not to the bankers but to Mr. Hamilton’s clerk, and he paid the other 
100 /. in like manner. 



In several drafts he says ? — He said that in his examination, but he said the 
contrary on his oath. I was at Drummond, my country-house, and I sent to 
Mr. Pineau the registrar of my court. 

Will you point out the contradiction ? — I will ; it was not several drafts, it was 
one draft : he says he paid one to Mr. Hamilton’s clerk, and another sum of the 
same amount in like manner; he says he paid it, in the presence of Mr. Mason, 
one of the banker’s clerks, to Mr. Whiteway, the clerk of Mr. Hamilton, and the 
other must have been in like manner, if he had paid it in any other way it 
would have been mentioned. 

It is a contradiction to what he said before the Committee certainly? — You 
cannot take his word against his oath ; I made a deposition in a foreign country, 
but it was with a saving clause, because I had not a single document to refer to, 
and could not be accurate after 25 years. In page 140, query 438 of the Report 
Mr. Pineau’s statement is found. 

That is an entry from a book and not his statement ? — You must take it as his 
answer ; the entry he made was an entry of two distinct sums of 1 00 /. each, and I say 
that I did draw two bills of 100 /., and I believe they were paid to Mr. Hamilton ; 
I was not in Dublin at the time, I had a house in Sloane-street, where Lady Bar- 
rington resided some months. Another point which the Committee was very rightly 
and properly dubious upon, because they could not believe it, nor if I did not 
know’ it had been so could I believe it, that a judge’s order was not necessary for 
taking out money at any time ; it might be three times out of four that money 
was paid w ithout any previous order of the judge, as appears upon the Report of 
the evidence. The course they pursued was this : the registrar or two proctors as 
soon as a sum of money was brought into court said, we will take out that money ; 
and this appears by the Report their habit to this day, because in the last fifteen 
years I did not sit at all ; one of the proctors signs the consent for the other to 
take it out, that is taken to the registrar, and the registrar pays it out and puts it 
down as an order by the judge who never saw it ; I believe that has been the prac- 
tice, but I never permitted it, I see it has been the late practice for the last fifteen 
years ; I will show you twenty instances of it, it is the constant habit in every case 
that is reported here, it is so. 

You must have been cognizant of that practice? — They know it is the practice, 
but they cannot hinder it. 

You must have know'n of the practice? — I never permitted it; it was not prac- 
tised in my time ; it was done without the judge knowing it. 

Where does that appear in the Report? — If the Committee will give me leave 
I will go through the book and make out a list of the causes. 

The marshal* of the Admiralty in December 1825 paid 925/. into the court, as 
the proceeds of a ship and cargo that had been sold ; then you, in the course of 
a few days, give an order to the King’s proctor without the concurrence of any other 
party, to receive a moiety of that money ? — I was asked that question on Friday, 
and I could not answer it ; but I can answer that question now by looking at the 
book : and another question asked me was, whether it was customary to pay one 
case out of another ; I see that that has been practised so late as last year by Sir 

Henry 
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Henry Meridyth; I see he has ordered the produce of a droit to he applied to 

“can r you wrn to a case of the judge ordering the payment of a sum of money 
for another purpose out of a droit 5— Tt m thn R».nnrt on the face of the Report, 
and one of them is very modern. 



In the case of a whale the money was paid out 

^ButTthat is after the property has been condemned and become a droit? — No, 
in manv cases where it never came to a droit. . . 

Pending adjudication ?— No, where it never came to adjudication; it was settled 
amon « themselves. In the case of Sir Henry Meridyth, it was after adjudication. 

It had then become the property of the Crown? — Yes. 

Can you point out any other instance in which funds have been transferred Irom 
one cause to another before condemnation?—! do not know that I can ; I cannot 
tell ; it is new to me since I came here ; it is impossible for me to say yes or no ; 
probably it was very irregular ; probably it was. 

* The case of the Nancy never was a droit ?— It was acted upon, and they are all 

acted upon as droits for a twelvemonth. , 

This was after the twelvemonth, after the decree of restitution? I he Kings 
nroctor has a right to deduct for the costs of the droit out of any property though 
the owners prove a right to it ; if it is not lodged for him the owner will take it 
awav. The King's proctor as often as he can, but that is not always, takes care to 
extract as much from the funds as will pay his costs before or after adjudication ; 
If it is adjudicated to the owner, the King’s proctor goes immediately to the regis- 
trar, and says, I insist upon having so much kept for me, you may give the rest to 
the owner, but I must have my costs. . . 

Are vou prepared to give any further explanation of the application ot the 200 1 . 
lodged In your name in Sir William Newcomen’s bank ?— Have I not already done 
so as far as I could ? how is it possible for me, when I had a great deal of dealings 
with that bank, to do more than to say that Mr. Hamilton did get from me on 
bankers orders for a great deal more than that? . . 

Have you any receipts or any documents from Mr. Hamilton r No, not a docu- 
ment ; I stated I lost every paper in 1812. I have will bring a copy of the bill 
filed against the man who made away with them ; I had him in prison a long time. 

You say you found some papers yesterday ? — Yes ; because when I came over 
to England, they made me bring over my papers and books ; here is one of the 
books\producing one) which I have found since I have been examined here or just 
before. 

The prize jurisdiction was taken away at the Union? — Yes. 

It has not such jurisdiction now ?— No. 

It is a mere instance court? — I so consider it. . 

Is there any thing further you wish to address to the Committee. Not at this 
moment. 



John Charles Lyons, Esq. again called in ; and further Examined. 

THE Committee wish to ask you whether to your knowledge Mr. Pineau held 
out any threats against Sir Jonah Barrington at any time if he would not give him 
a sum of money ? — I think I mentioned on Friday that he said to me that Sir Jonah 
would regret it, or something of that kind, if he did not settle with him. 

What was the sum he referred to at that time ? — The sum I have a recollection 
of is about 50 /. ; but I know of no forcible threat. 

When was it? — It was about the second communication. 

I11 what year? — About 1826. . 

Was it a general expression? — Yes; the impression on my mind was that it 
was something of that kind. I think he said he should be obliged to bring it before 
Parliament or the Commissioners ; but 1 have said before the whole business was 
not much impressed upon my mind, I did not pay much attention to it; but he 
said something of that kind, which I communicated to Sir Jonah Barrington. 

Are you now acting as agent for Sir Jonah Barrington.'' — I am not acting as 
receiver for his income ; and when I alluded to my having ceased to be his agent, 
I alluded to my having ceased to receive his income ; but I believe the fact to be, 
that he would resort to me upon any professional matter. 

Have you any thing to do for him at this time professionally ? — No. 

During the time you were proceeding against Mr. Pineau for the recovery of that 
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J. C. Lyom, debt, had you any personal communications with him ? — No ; I believe all the com- 

Esq. munications were by letter. It was difficult to see Mr. Pineau at that time ; I wrote ! 

— ' to Mr. Pineau, and there was considerable delay. 

n May 1819. You stated that you thought he must have known you were agent to Sir Jonah ? 

— I do not connect my proceeding against him with my being agent; I think it 
was before I became agent. 

Why was it difficult to see him ? — I believe he was embarrassed. 

You never heard of any claims of Mr. Pineau upon Sir Jonah Barrington till the 
year 1825? — 1825 or 1826. 

You never heard of it in any way till that timer — No, I did not ; it was rather 
a surprise to me when he mentioned it. 

You were employed by some other parties to sue Mr. Pineau ? — Yes, I was. 

At what time were those debts settled which you were employed to sue him 
upon ? — That I cannot say, but not for a considerable time afterwards ; they laid ! 
in my office for a long time. 

When were you employed to sue him ? — I cannot state, it is so distant ; I think I 
it was some time between 1813 and 1816 or 1817, but when I return I will send 
N” 50. App. (D.) Sir Jonah the particulars. [See Mr. Lyons' letter to the Chairman.'] 

When you mention that it was a long time before the debts were settled, can 
you give the Committee some notion of the time ? — I should think, without pledging I 

myself to be accurate, they laid in my office for one or two years ; I really believe | 

they did, but I should be anxious to claim the permission of the Committee to send I 

an account of that. 

It was many months? — Yes, certainly I think it was more than two years. 

During that time did he ever communicate to you that he had any claims on I 

Sir Jonah Barrington?— No, not at that time ; nor do I believe I had at that time I 

any professional connection with Sir Jonah Barrington ; it was at the time of the I 
sueing; whether they remained unsettled after I became agent for Sir Jonah I 
I cannot recollect. 

There is nothing in your recollection to bring your agency for Sir Jonah 
Barrington in contact with the time at which these suits were going on and were I 
unsettled ? — There certainly is not. 

Sir Henry Meredyth, bait, called in; and Examined. 

YOU are surrogate to Sir Jonah Barrington ? — Yes, I have acted as the surro- 
gate and judge of Sir Jonah Barrington, or of the court. 

For how many years? — I think my appointment took place in the month of 
September 1823, but I did not take any seat till Michaelmas term of that year. 

How many years have you practised in the court ? — As civilian, I take it I have I 

been in general practice in the Ecclesiastical and Civil Law Courts for about I 

twenty-six years ; my appointment is in the Report. 

You are conversant with the practice of the Court of Admiralty? — I hope so ; 

I have had long experience ; with that assurance I entered on the duties of the I 
office. 

Will you inform the Committee whether it was the usual practice of the court I 

for the judge to order money to be paid out of court to his own account at a | 

bankers ? — It is certainly not the practice of the court, nor should I consider it to 
be the law of the court; I have known no such instance; I should never do the 
act ; the orders are supposed to be made, and ought to be made, at the sitting of 
the court in particular causes; the payments ought always to be to the credit of the 
cause in discharge ; some demand upon the cause, and I cannot conceive that a 
judge could order money to be paid to his own private account ; it is right to say 
this, that the registrar of the court, by the law of the court, is at present, and so 
it is in England, the depositary of all monies paid in ; he is the banker of the court, 
and he may exercise his own discretion on his own responsibility as to the 
advances he may make ; the only peril he endures, is being answerable for the 
money at the call of the court. 

Do you remember any instances of the court ordering money to be lodged at 
private bankers upon the order of the judge? — No, I never heard such an instance 
till I saw it in the Report of the Commissioners. 

Are you aware of any case that could arisG to justify it ? — No. 

The registrar can pay no money except under the order of the court? He 

ought not to pay any money in a cause without the order of the court, and every 

order [ 
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order is made in open court ; there was a lax practice in the court, which I have 
done every thing in my power to condemn, to make an order upon in registry, and 
of that order the court knew nothing. 

Is it the practice of the court to allow money in the case of a vessel proceeded 
against as a derelict, where there are claimants as in the case of the Nancy, to be 
paid out without an order ? — I have seen the account given in the Report. 

Is it usual in the court to allow, at the suit of the King’s proctor, a sum of money 
to be paid out in an unadjudicated case? — I should rather think not; but it is 
right to mention one case that has occurred to me ; there were sums of money 
lodged to the credit of different causes in the court, and there was a proceeding 
against a whale, not a very usyal proceeding, a droit of Admiralty ; it was neces- 
sary to have the whale removed to have a beneficial sale of it, in a better place 
than where.it laid : and 1 remember an application being made to me by the King’s 
proctor on the part of the registrar, that a certain sum of money should be taken 
out of the general droit fund to enable the persons in charge of the property to 
remove it to a better place, but with an understanding that the money should be 
restored. 

In that case, there was money undoubtedly that would come to the Crown ? 

No doubt. 

in the case of the Nancy, there was a complete restitution of the property? — 

I am not sure, I speak with great diffidence in this case ; it was a case that 
occurred several years before I had any knowledge of the court ; but as far as 
I know of it, it w-as a case of alleged droit, and ownership, and salvage ; if the case 
of ownership was established in evidence, the Crown had no right, and the owners 
took it subject to the claim of salvage. 

[The first order was read to the witness for the payment of a certain sum on 
account of the Nancy. ^ 

I should certainly not make an order to that effect ; there might have been 
special circumstances to justify it, but I do not know what they were. 

[The second Order was read.'] 

I could not make such an order. I would do it on consent, which always conquers 
the law of any court, if the parties were empowered to consent to it ; but I should 
do it as a consent order, and not as a judicial act. 

There could not be a consent in that cause? — No, certainly not ; there was no 
party ; there was no person to consent on the part of the owner ; it was a case of 
contingent ownership, and until the owner came before the Court and made a 
consent to that effect I should not make any such order. 

Not to take out the money and apply it to any other purposes belonging to 
other causes? — No ; nor to that cause. 

Is there any fund called the Droit fund ? — I do not think there is ; when property 
is under the jurisdiction of the Admiralty it may be for the advantage of all par- 
ties to have a quick sale ; the property may perish ; then there is a commission of 
sale directed by the court ; the martial is intrusted with the execution of it, he 
brings the money into court, and it lies in usumjus habentis ; it may or may not 
become droit fund ; but, until it is adjudicated, that cannot be known. 

What becomes of them ? — They ought to be transmitted if they amount to any 
thing; they are always under the direction of the King’s proctor. The Admiralty 
of Ireland has nothing to say to the fund itself, except that it must be satisfied there 
is a fund to adjudicate upon ; but it has nothing to do with it afterwards unless 
there is a complaint. 

; Where is it transmitted ? — It belongs to the Irish privy purse ; I think it belongs 

to the King in his own right ; it does not go into the treasury. 

Have you ever known an instance of any part of that droit-money having been 
’ paid out of court into the hands of the King’s proctor, or any person on behalf of 

the King? — I cannot say I know an instance of the kind; but if the property is 
clear derelict property and droit fund, the King’s proctor is entitled to it, and I 
presume the officer does his duty. 

Has it happened to you to know an instance where it has been paid, or has the 
c whole been absorbed in the court? — I understand the King’s proctor has had a 

current account between the Crown and himself with respect to this droit fund ; 
whether that account has ever been settled between him and the King’s officer I 
cannot say. 

This droit account is not laid before Parliament ? — No. 

Is the King’s proctor in Ireland proctor to the Admiralty ?— We have no proctor 
293. H to 
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to the Admiralty. I believe l suggested in my evidence some improvement in the 
practice of lodging money in the bank of Ireland to the credit of the cause. 

Is it usual for the judge to give reasons for his decision ; in October 1 827, in the 
case of the Nancy, there are reasons stated r — I never saw it before ; the registrar 
of the court certainly puts in many reasons for my judgment, but I do not much 
approve of the system myself. 

You apprehend they are totally distinct officers, and have no connection? — 
None in the world. 

Are you aware of a return to Parliament made by Mr. Pineau in 1828 of the 
droits of Admiralty? — Yes. 

Is that a return of all the droit cases ? — That is pursuant to the order of the 
House under which the Commissioners sat. With respect to the return made by 
Mr. Pineau, I have to say it was made by himself individually, without any com- 
munication with the Court ; and, as I understand from the proctors, without any 
communication with them ; he made it upon his own responsibility. I have met 
many things to object to myself, not as reflecting upon the court, but as vague and 
unsatisfactory. If the return had been made in the way I suggested, there would 
have been, I think, more information given. 

At what time did you first hear that Mr. Pineau had any claim upon Sir Jonah 
Barrington, either on account of the Nancy or Redstrand derelict ?— The first com- 
munication Mr. Pineau ever made to me on the subject I should take it was in the 
autumn of 1827 ; it was after the inquiry was directed by the order of the House ; 
he never showed me any documents ; I have never seen them in my life ; he never 
stated what the particular matter was in detail; but he stated to me he had received 
a letter from Sir Jonah Barrington in answer to a demand he had made upon him ; 
as well as I can recollect he read the letter to me, and it now appears in the Appen- 
dix. That letter gave me an impression it was a private demand existing between 
Sir Jonah Barrington and Mr. Pineau ; it was a matter upon which I felt a great 
deal of delicacy in speaking or advising, and perhaps from my coolness he did not 
go into it ; it always appeared to me it was part of the money he had in his hands 
and advanced to Sir Jonah Barrington, and that it was then pending; but whether 
it was paid as in a cause or in any matter in the court I did not know. 

Nor the amount ?— No, nor the amount; my impression was, till I was told 
more of it by the publication of the Report, and before indeed from the Commis- 
sioners, that it was money paid upon judicial orders ; I thought before that it was 
a mere private account of debtor and creditor, and the correspondence has certainly 
gone to support me in that opinion. 

You never heard of it before 1827?— No; nor till after the motion made by 
Mr. Spring Rice ; it was a mere cursory conversation, and one in which I did not 
take much part, as I did not wish to take any cognizance of it. 

Mr. Pineau had the regulation of these matters in his own hands ? — Certainly ; 
he might apply it as he pleased, being responsible for the money when wanted ; he 
might keep the money or lend it, or do any thing with it in the present constitution 
of the court 

Do you conceive he was bound to obey the order made upon him by the judge 
to pay a certain amount of 200/. into the private account of the judge? — I 
have very great doubt of it ; I should not make it, nor should I obey it if I was 
an officer. 

You have seen the case of the Nancy ? — Yes. 

You would not find any mention of it in the return of the droits? — No. 

[An extract from the evidence of Mr. Pineau was read to the witness re- 
lating to an entry “ for the use of His Majesty, 482 /.”] 

Did you ever hear or see any thing of that?— No, not till it was mentioned at 
this moment; I had no knowledge of the court at the time; I never practised in 
the court, and never heard of it. 

You never met with any body who had heard of so extraordinary a circum- 
stance?— -No; but I have to say this, I was not practising in the court at that 
time ; Mr. Pineau has been in the habit of frequent intercourse with me, confi- 
dential, private and professional, and had access to me at all times, and has been 
with me at my table in moments of conviviality, and has never mentioned it to me 
as a good joke or any thing else. 

He says it was notorious ? — It might have been to those persons who were 
present. 

[The order alluded to was shoivn to the witness.] 



It 
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It is the practice of the court when those orders are written, and when it is 
necessary to mention His Majesty, to write the name in large letters ?— I never 
knew it ■ it is all in the same hand-writing in the court-book. 

When did you first enter the court?-— I think in November 1823, as a judge; 
as an advocate I scarcely ever practised in the court before. I am sorry to say, until 
I took the situation, there was scarcely any business in the court ; but I think I was 
concerned in two cases that came incidentally before the court, not exactly for 
judgment, and afterwards in an appeal cause from the surrogate of that day. 

Was it about that time ? — No ; I had not the slightest knowledge of the court 
at that time ; I never held a brief in the court during the time Sir Jonah was judge 



Sir 

Henry Mcredyih, 
' Bart. 



11 May 1829. 



oi tne corn 1. . . . , _ . e 

Mr. Pineau was absent from the office of registrar for some tune ?— It was before 
my time. I understand he was absent some time about 1816 or 1817- 

He is now the registrar? — Yes, he has the patent office. I found it necessary 
to appoint two deputies to act in his office, but he is the patent officer under the 



crown. 

Have you appointed any deputy during your absence ? — I cannot ; I am only 
deputy myself. It is rather unfortunate for the court that 1 am but a deputy, for 
I cannot make any material alteration in the court. The orders that have been 
alluded to may have been orders taken down contrary to the law of the court ; 
I do not allow an order to be taken down except in my presence, and which is not 
immediately afterwards read in court. I hold courts three days in the week to 
take down orders, and I hope 1 shall repress orders of that kind ; there is one case 
where it appears the money was drawn out by two proctors, and the court had 
no more to do with it than if it had been in Japan. 

Those orders are stated to be general ?— I trust they have never taken place 
during my time ; if they have, it has been without my knowledge, and it is con- 
trary to the practice of the court. 



Sir Jonah Barrington, again called in. 

HAVE you any question to ask of Sir Henry Meredith? — None, except that one Sir 
■which I stated to the Committee, whether Mr. Pineau ever mentioned the subject Jonah barrington. 
to him. ''' 

The Committee. That question has been asked of him. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. I have no other. 



William Richardson, Esq. called in ; and Examined. 

HOW long have you been King’s proctor in Ireland ? — I have been proctor ever 
since before the year 1817; I think it was in 1817 I made my return; I was 
proctor two or three years before that; I think ever since 1812 or 1813. 

How long have you been a practitioner in the Court of Admiralty ? — I think 
30 years ; I think I was admitted before 1798, at a date that was very familiar to 
us in Ireland. 

Were you admitted before Sir Jonah Barrington was appointed or afterwards ? — 
Before he was appointed. 1 think I was sworn before Judge Flood, the judge of the 
high court, as well as I recollect. 

You are then conversant with the practice of the court? — Pretty well I am humbly 
of opinion. 

Will you inform the Committee whether you know any instances of a judge 
directing money to be paid out of the court and lodged in the hands of a private 
banker in his name ? — I do not know that I have heard of it : I have heard it in the 



IV. RicAardion, 




way of conversation latterly. 

None have occurred in your practice ? — Nothing of the kind. 

Was there ever any practice of that kind in the court from the time you have 
know n it ? — I have heard vague conversation of money being ordered out of court. 

Was that the acknowledged practice of the court ? — No I was not aware of it. 

Not as being the avowed practice of the court ? — No. 

Is it usual in a contested case where there are claimants, and the Crown claims 
the droit, to pay over any part of the proceeds to the King’s proctor in an early 
stage of the proceeding before adjudication ? — By a return made by the registrar, 
I see there is a credit given to me for 16/. or some matter of that sort, but I was 
not aware of it till I saw that return. 

Suppose a vessel is sold by order of the court under the superintendence of the 
293. H 2 marshal, 
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marshal, and the money is paid into court ; is there an order made for the registrar 
to pay a certain portion of that money to the King’s proctor or the claimants ’—It 
never occurred to me. 

What should you think of such an order, what could the King’s proctor have to 
do with it? — It might be considered a discreet thing, or a great stretch of authority, 
to say you will apply the money of the court in that way ; in one way it may be 
' beneficial or not. J J 

Is it in conformity with the regular practice ? — I am not aware of it. 

Are you aware of it being consistent with the uniform practice of the court ? — 
1 am not aware of any uniform practice of the kind. 

Do you take the practice to be the other way?— I do not know of such 
a practice. 

You are asked whether that practice is a regular one ?— I know of no such instance. 
It such an order should be made, should you consider it an illegal mode of pro- 
ceeding ? -I would not conceive any thing illegal in it, but I would consider it a new 
practice. 

Would the registrar pay it without remonstrance ?-I do not think he would 
remonstrate. 

Would he mention it as unusual?— I cannot say what he would do ■ I cannot 
conceive he would disobey the order. 

\ ou consider in Ireland that you are the same as proctor for the King in the 
office of Admiralty, you would have the care of the droit money ?— Yes, when the 
property is sold I take care of the money; but when it comes into the court the 
registrar takes it. 

• . T1 !f I u lng S Pf octor ! s Admiralty proctor ?— Yes ; but I did intend, and I do 
intend, when we have a judge, to offer my humble opinion upon that subject, that the 
money brought into court shall be lodged in the bank of Ireland, and lodged 
where it may be productive. 6 

Have you known any instances of the payment to the King’s proctor otherwise 
than by orders of court.— I have received money out of court towards my costs 
without an order from the court having been pronounced ; that is, knowing that 
I was out of pocket, and that there had been expenses incurred, the registrar has 
inby the judg? the m ° ney bef ° re the ° r<3er " aS P ronounced > but that is acquiesced 

or three a time e s USUal C ° UrSe ° f proceedin S ? “ 1 think !t happened to me two 

TrVrlT of the . c T l at a11 ’ before an y order for the payment of the 
ordeV for costs k 1 reCe ‘ Ved money on account of costs, before there was an 
From the registrar? — Yes. 

Without any official communication with the judge ?— Yes 

frnmir U T ^v" an order of the J ud S e before you got the money 
from the registrar t — Yes, I apprehend I have, I think so. y 

Can you distinctly say you have ?— I cannot distinctly put my finaer upon a case 
but there are many cases where I have not been paid atall any money ; the revenue 
£ “ “*» “ f - Admiralty, ^aud I had act 

Mr in this roart many ,earS ' y °“ mUSt kn0W 

iPp/“ U jJ tnow at a 7 time of bis being in distressed circumstances, and being 
obliged to keep out of the way ?— It is a delicate thing ; but I have known times 
when it was the general opinion that he was not very flush of money. 

tim 2 °ago. U r6C0 CCt h ° W Carlyitwas when you first heard that r—A considerable 

withinthese very few years; within this year, or 
years ago^T lfeard ih m “ Ch 1 »"PP<* twenty 

Do you remember his absenting himself a good deal?— I remember that a time 
several years ago, when he was not very easy of access. 

. 7?° J. 0 - 11 remember whether he was embarrassed in the year 1825 or 1826? — I 
rather think that was a general opinion ; hot I am not acquainted with his pecu- 
m V co " cer " s ' 1 »' sb <“ speak with all delicacy on a subject of this kind. P 

™y circumstances that bring it to your mind ? — I rather think hewas 
rrassed, as he lived in that kind of way that would make you think so. 

Are 
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Are any facts in your recollection applicable to 1810, or to the year 1814? — W. Richardson, 

I think about that time, or whatever the date is, I cannot speak of the dates, but ^ ^ S< 1- 

I can speak of times and circumstances ; I think that when Mr. Pineau was about ^ u Ma Tsa 
ne^ociating his employment with Mr. Robinson, I rather think it was not owing to 
his & being in very affluent circumstances. 

That was about 1817? — Before that; and then again, when he had to pay 
money it was a very difficult matter to raise it. 

Since your knowledge of his having sold the office, has he ever been reputed to 
be a man of substance so as to be able to advance sums of money, hundreds of 
pounds? — I never knew Mr. Pineau keep back the public money when he was 
called upon to advance it ; but as to his being capable of advancing money of his 
own property, I never looked upon him as being in affluent circumstances ; I be- 
lieve he has some property in right of his lady, which if it was well rounded might 
be worth something, but it is not a comfortable property. 

Have you ever heard any complaint from him of his having a demand upon Sir 
Jonah Barrington ? — Since the Commission of Inquiry was opened, he told me he 
had a demand upon Sir Jonah Barrington, which surprised me a good deal. 

To what amount ? — He brought me one day into his office and said, “ Richard- 
son, I will show you a very extraordinary thing ; I have some papers I am looking 
over, and I have a demand against Sir Jonah Barrington to the extent,” I think he 
said “of 5 or 600/.” — “ God bless me,” I said, “that is a very extraordinary 
thing ; I am very much surprised to hear it.” 

Did he explain how it arose ? — That it was money he lent him ; I was astonished, 
and expressed my astonishment. 

You never heard any thing of the kind before? — No, certainly not; not that he 
lent him money — I was thunderstruck ; Sir Jonah Barrington was out of the coun- 
try for nineteen years I believe. 

This was after the Commission of Inquiry? — While it was going on, before I had 
been examined. 

Was it after he was examined ?— I think it was about the time of his exami- 
nation. 

You never heard him mention any thing of the sort before? — I think, as well 
as I recollect, it was with surprise I heard it latterly ; I heard of some money trans- 
actions between Sir Jonah Barrington and himself, and I was called upon to make 
a report, I have a mere recollection about some transaction about money, Ire- 
ported what was in my knowledge at the time to the Irish government, there may 
have been transactions between Mr. Pineau and Sir Jonah which I knew nothing 
of. 

Who was the gentleman that held the office of registrar during the time that 
Mr. Pineau had retired? — Mr. Robinson, the registrar of the High Court of 
Delegates, a very honourable and respectable man. 

As you have known the practice of this court for thirty years, when do you first 
recollect the practice of proctors going to the registrar and by agreement applying to 
him and taking the money out of his hands without the order of the judge ; w hen do 
you first recollect any order of that sort? — It is not of a recent date for the proctor 
to receive money on account of the cause from the registrar. 

How long do you recollect such a practice? — I think it is some time since our 
court was rich, and our court has not been regular. 

Do you recollect such a practice above twenty years ago ? — Yes, I think I may 
safely say such things have been done twenty years. 

You knew the court before Sir Jonah Barrington’s time? — Very little. 

Do you know any instance of that sort before that time ? — I do not know ; I have 
heard that Mr. Mangin had the use of a great deal of the money of the court, but 
I did not know much of the practitioners during the time he was registrar, I believe 
he had a good deal of money in his hands. 



Sir Jonah Barrington, again called in. 



HAVE you any other questions you wish to be put to Mr. Richardson? — No, 
except to ask him, whether Mr. Pineau ever made any communication to him that 
I was in his debt. 

The Committee. The Committee have asked him that question. 

Sir Jonah Barrington. The only other thing is, whether I ever saw his report ; 
he has made a report to the Government which I never saw. 

^ 93 - H 3 



Jonah Barrington. 
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M. H Anderson, Matthew Henry Anderson , Esq. called in ; and Examined. 

' . t~ j WHAT are you? — I am a solicitor and proctor of the High Court of Admiralty 

18 May 1829. in Ireland. 

How soon did the papers that you now produce come into your hands ? — Almost 
immediately after the death of Mr. Whiteway, to whom I served my apprentice- 
ship. His brother-in-law, Mr. Hamilton, sent for me and asked me if I would 
take all the papers which were in Mr. Whiteway’s possession. I said of course I 
would, I should be very glad to have them, as some of them w ould form precedents 
for me in the course of business ; afterwards they w>ere all filed ; all the papers in 
Mr. Whiteway’s possession, connected with official affairs, were sent to my office 
in Earl-street, Dublin. I immediately, on their being given to me, selected "one or 
two papers of causes which had recently been pending, and of which I was ac- 
quainted. I put the rest all in a corner of my back office with the intention of 
keeping them there, and to put them out of the way. 

Did you find those papers which you now produce mixed up with Mr. White- 
way’s? — I did, on Tuesday and Wednesday last. 

Do you happen to know whether he was executor to Mr. Hamilton?— He 
was. 

And had, I believe, been his confidential clerk? — His confidential clerk and a 
very considerable legatee even in his will. He left him all his books and a number 
of other things. 

And succeeded to his business?— Almost all his business, except as a notary 
public. 

Have any means been used to dissuade you from complying with the direction 
of the Committee to produce those papers? — I was waited upon on Saturday 
mornings at my lodgings at Craven-street, by Sir Jonah Barrington, who asked me 
what papers I had brought over. I told him I had brought over all the papers Icould 
find in the case of Nancy and Redstrand derelict, and also several private papers ; 
the particulars of which I could not tell, as I had not read them or looked into 
them particularly. He asked me whether there were any letters amongst them, 
and I said I believed there were, and private memorandums ; and he said it was 
highly improper for me to bring them, and that they should not be produced, as the 
production of private papers might injure him and Mr. Hamilton, who had had 
several private dealings with him and the family, which would be very unpleasant to 
him to have divulged now ; and he alluded to Lord Glentworth. 

Ihose papers were tied up together ? — Yes ; I w ent over a ton of papers in order 
to take those required by the Committee merely. 

Do you know whose hand-writing this is ? [ Referring to the paper marked No. 1.] 
I believe it to be the hand- writing of the late Mr. Hamilton; it seems to be the 
same character of hand. 

You have seen a great deal of Hamilton’s hand-writing? — Yes. 

As an officer of the Court of Admiralty ? — As an officer, and as the apprentice of 
Mr. Whiteway, who held those papers. 

'I he different documents that you have seen in his hand-w'riting, have they 
been papers that have been acted upon by persons in that court or connected with 
the court in the causes ? — I have seen papers said to be in his hand-writing read in 
court and adverted to. 

In his presence ? — No. 

Adverted to as instances of his hand-writing— of his official hand-writing? — 
Yes. 

Have you yourself ever had occasion to act upon any papers of that description 
in causes? — Not to my recollection, at all. 

Have you known other persons do it? — Mr. Whiteway, on several occasions, 
has used them. 

Mhat. was Mr. Whiteway at that time? — Proctor of the Admiralty Court. 

You knew him officially act upon papers in that hand-writing as the hand-writing 
of Mr. Hamilton? — And some papers in this hand-writing were mentioned to me 
on Wednesday as being in the hand-writing of Mr. Hamilton. 

Did Sir Jonah see any of those papers? — I declined to show them to him ; I 
said I would not show them to any person. I also told Sir Jonah I would not 
deliver them unless by direct orders of the Committee. 

Mr. 
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Mr. Hamilton was a notary public? — Yes. 

Is that memorandum his hand-writing? [ Referring to the memorandum marked 
No. 2.] 1 believe that to be Mr. Hamilton’s hand-writing. 

You do not know Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand-writing? — I do not; I have 
frequently seen writing which I was told was his, but I never saw him write by any 



ffiance. 

That is one of the papers t 



M. II. Anderson, 
Esq. 



18 May 1829. 



11 is. 

These are also parts of the papers [ referring to Nos. 3 and 4] found in the 
possession of Mr. White way ?— Yes. 

In whose hand-writing are they? — I think they are in Hamilton’s hand- 
writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this ? [Referring to No. 5.] This is also in his hand- 
writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this ? [Referring to No. fi.] This is in Mr. Hamilton’s 
hand-writing. 

Look at this [Referring to No. 7.] and tell us whose hand-writing it is. It seems 
to be a different hand-writing? — Part of it seems to be in the hand-writing of 
Hamilton. 

Which part, the original or the corrections ? — I think that “ P. Hamilton” is his 
hand-writing, and the other part seems to be his character of hand. I cannot say 
precisely as to that ; it seems to be different in some places. 

Is this on the other side in Hamilton’s hand-writing ? — The body seems to me 
to be Mr. Hamilton’s hand-writing; I do not think it like the character of other 
parts ; I think the whole is his hand-writing ; I do not know any part that is not in 
Mr. Hamilton’s hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is the body of this? [Referring to No. 8.] The name is 
his hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this? [Referring to No. 9.] That is in Whiteway ’s 
hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this? [Referring No. 10.] The whole of it is Mr. 
Whiteway’s, except “ settled.” 

What paper is this ? [Referring to No. 1 1.] This is a bill of taxed costs. 

What is the amount? — 40/. 8s. 2 d. “ From Sir J. B., promising indemnity for 
executing asst.” is in the hand-writing of Mr. Hamilton. 

This is a copy of an affidavit which you said before you left Dublin you went to 
inquire whether it had been filed ? — Yes ; but the office was closed, and I went off 
by the packet early next morning. 

This paper [referring to No. 1 2,] you found also amongst the papers of Mr. 
Whiteway ? — Yes. 

These papers [referring to Nos. 13, 14 and 15,] you found also amongst Mr. 
Whiteway’s papers ? — Yes ; “ Redstrand derelict, Whitcherley and Whitton, 14th 
June 1822,” is in Mr. Whiteway’s hand-writing; they were tied up just as you 
untied them. 



Daniel Pineau, Esq. again called in ; and Examined. 

LOOK at that and teil me what it is?— It is a bill of costs taxed by me 1st x>n«ie/ Pineau, 
August 1807. Esq. 

1 observe that the amount of that bill is 46 l. 8 s. 2 d. ? — Yes. 

Which are the charges allowed, those on the right or those on the left ? — Those 
which are allowed are on the right-hand margin ; those that are disallowed on the 
left-hand margin. 

The registrar’s account is not one of those which are disallowed ? — That is 
allowed. 

Upon looking at the final decree of 21st October 1807, in the cause of the 
Nancy, I see that it concludes, “ Let the balance of the net proceeds (after de- 
ducting 76/. 4 s. 2 d. as costs of the Crown and registrar’s fees) be paid over to 
the owners or their proctors.” What is the reason of the difference between the 
two sums ? — I cannot account for it at this distance of time. 

Were there any registrar’s fees besides those that appeared on the face of that 
account ? — No. 

Because you see that forms one of the items amounting in the aggregate to 88 /„ 
from which, in taxing his costs, you deducted 41 l-t and all the rest you state is due 
to his proctor? — 46/. 8 j. 2 d. is due to his proctor. 

293. H 4 How 
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Daniel Pineau. How were your own fees to be paid if you deducted 41 l. leaving 46/., the 
Esq. whole of which you say is due to the proctor ; how are you to be paid? — I charge 
J that to the proctor in the general account. That was not paid to me at the time ; 

18 May >829. the word “paid” is rubbed out. 

Do you mean then that the proctor would ultimately have to pay out of the 46 1 . 
14 l. to you ? — Yes. 

These are denominated proctor’s costs? — Yes. 

You cannot account for this discrepancy? — I cannot account for this discre- 
pancy. 

You can throw no light on that ? — The only possible light I can throw upon 
it is that it is possible there might be another bill of costs taxed. It is within the 
bounds of possibility, though by no means probable. It has the appearance of 
that, but how that fact is I cannot tell. 

In whose hand-writing is the decree? — The decree is probably in my hand- 
writing. [The Decree Book was shown to the Witness .] This is all in my hand- 
writing. It is very certain I must have had something to confirm that sum 
of l. 

Must you not have had this before you at the time? — If I had had that before 
me I should not have put down /. unless I had had something else to con- 
firm it. 

I see this memorandum at the bottom of this : “ We confirm the foregoing costs 
at the above sum of 44/. 7th October 1807.” Was that meant for the judge to 
sign ? — That was to go to the judge; he never did sign it. And I see there could 
not have been any costs between that and the taking of the decree. 

In drawing out that decree you would have had some papers before you, with an 
allowance of specific costs, under the signature of the judge, according to the 
common course of business? — Yes. 

You see the date of the last proceeding in the cause is the 7th of March ? — My 
attention being called to this date of the 7th of March, induces me to think that 
I must have taxed another bill of costs after this amounting to 74 l. 4 s. 2 d., for 
there must have been some proceedings between the 7th of March and the 1 7th of 
October 1807. 

Your allowance of taxation of costs is dated the 1st of August ? — Yes. 

There is no date for any charge ? — That is not a good practice. 

That is a common practice in Ireland ? — I believe it is. 

Do you know whose hand-writing that is ? [Referring to Paper N® 1.] Ido. 
At first sight I should rather think it is Patrick Hamilton’s hand-writing; 
and looking closer into it I have less doubt of its being Patrick Hamilton’s hand- 
writing ; and altogether I believe it is Patrick Hamilton’s hand-writing. 

You were familiar with his hand-writing? — Very familiar. 

In whose hand-writing is the paper marked N° 2 ? — The signature is Sir Jonah 
Barrington’s hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is N* 3 ? — The whole of the body and the endorsement 
is in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand-writing. “ Of this bill I received by the Custom- 
house solicitor 300 1 .; 5 /. is still due me.” That is in Patrick Hamilton’s hand- 
writing. 

In whose hand-writing is N° 4 ? — The whole is in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand- 
writing. I beg leave to point the attention of the Committee to this “10 U,” 
all in the hand-writing of Sir Jonah Barrington to Patrick Hamilton for 300/. gs.2d. 
It is dated on 23d December 180.5. Two days after I had paid Mr. Patrick Ha- 
milton 482 l. in the cause of the Nancy, the circumstance that I would think it 
material for the illustration of truth, and that bears upon this, is this : in conse- 
quence of Sir Jonah Barrington having had the money of the Nancy in his hands, it 
was not convenient to him to sit to adjudicate the cause of the Nancy, and on the 
22d of April 1806, as well as I recollect, (but I have the notice) Mr. Hawkins 
served a notice on Sir Jonah Barrington, and upon his surrogate Dr. Thomas, and 
me as registrar, and upon, I believe Mr. Patrick Hamilton, that he would apply 
to the Court of King’s Bench for a mandamus to oblige Sir Jonah Barrington to sit 
to adjudicate the cause of the Nancy. That application not having produced any 
sitting, Mr. Hawkins followed it up by making an affidavit, in which he stated that 
he had several times applied to Sir Jonah Barrington to request that he would sit in 
the Court of Admiralty to adjudicate the cause of the Nancy, or that he would 
permit his surrogate so to do, who was willing so to do, but that the judge had 
refused to sit. This affidavit was moved by a motion in the Court of King’s 

Bench 
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Bench by Dr. Vavasour, and I think Dr. Ratcliffe, the present judge of the Court Daniel Pineau. 
of Prerogative in Ireland. They applied to the court, stating Mr. Hawkins’s Esq- 

affidavit the hardship of the case, that the merchants could not get the cause de- v ~ J 

cided that the owners could not get their money, and praying the court to order 18 May 1829. 

a mandamus to oblige Sir Jonah Barrington to sit to decide the cause of the 

Nancy. This application having been made, a conditional order was granted 

for a writ of mandamus to issue as prayed for, unless cause was shown in four 

days. Sir Jonah Barrington showed cause by the then Mr. Serjeant Ball, why 

the writ of mandamus should not issue, alleging that the Court of Admiralty 

was not an inferior municipal court under the direction of the Court of King’s 

Did you hear those proceedings ? — Yes, I heard them all. I can show the 
documents which I am now speaking from ; I have them here. 

Because you are speaking of the defence? — Yes, I am not sure I was pre- 
sent ; but I have extracts from the Rules. 

Go on from where you left off? — Sir Jonah Barrington showed cause by the 
then Serjeant Ball why the writ of mandamus should not issue, alleging that 
the Court of Admiralty was not an inferior municipal court under the direction 
of the Court of King’s Bench, but was a superior court. The cause was dis- 
allowed, and a peremptory mandamus was ordered to issue. I have the 
original notice Mr. Hawkins served on me, and the attested copy of his 
affidavit. 

In whose hand-writing is this? [ Referring to N° 5.]— The body of this 
note is in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand-writing. The writing on the back is in 
Patrick Hamilton's hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this? [ Referring to N° 6.]— -The body is in Sir 
Jonah Barrington’s hand-writing; that on the back is in Patrick Hamilton’s 
hand- writing. The words “ Patrick Hamilton” on the back is Sir Jonah Bar- 
rington’s hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this ? [ Referring io N“ 7.] — The whole of this is 
P. Hamilton’s hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this ? [ Referring to N° 8.] — The signature of the 
drawer of this bill is in Sir Jonah Barrington’s hand writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this ? [Referring to N° 9.] — Mr. Whiteway’s. 

In whose hand-writing is this ? [Referring to N* 10.] — The body is in Mr. 

Whiteway’s hand-writing ; the back is in Mr. Patrick Hamilton’s hand-writing. 

In whose hand-writing is this? [Rf erring to N* n.]— The body is in Sir 
Jonah Barrington’s hand-writing ; the endorsement on the back is in Mr. Patrick 
Hamilton’s hand-writing. 

Now what is that paper? [Marked N° 12.] — This is a draft of the affidavit 
that I mentioned Mr. Hawkins made to ground the motion for the mandamus. 

You extracted this account from the books of Sir William Gleadowe New- 
comen ? — I got it from a clerk who had belonged to that establishment ; he 
produced to me the book itself, and I took from the book itself that account 
that I have the honour to present to the Committee ; it is an exact copy from 
the book. There is not a word or figure different ; I was extremely anxious to do 
it accurately. 



Jovis, 21° May, 1829 - 

Sir Jonah Barrington, again called in ; and Examined. 

[A Paper marked No. 1. was shown to the witness .] 

DO you know the hand writing to that paper? — It appears to me to Mr. Hamil- Jmah ^ ryintrtojl 
tons, and I see from the name that it is. v — ; — — "j 

Did you receive any such letter? — It is impossible for me to say whether. I re- 21 May 1829. 
ceived such a letter or not ; I do not all recollect it. 

[Another Paper marked No. 7. was shown to the witness.] 

Do you know the hand-writing of that letter ? — I think it is Mr. Hamilton’s ; 
but I have not seen his writing for eighteen years. 

Do you consider the whole of that to be Mr. Hamilton’s? — No, only part of it, 

I the name “ Hamilton ” is his. 

Do you know whose hand-writing the main part of it is ? — The words “ in his 
1 possession for same” is not my writing certainly. The words “ Mr. Hamilton” 

203. I I think 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



66 MINUTES OE EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 



Sir I think are Mr. Hamilton’s writing; none of the rest is his hand-writin<» ; I think 

Jonah Ba rrington.^ it j s pro bably his clerk’s. 

.. . Whose hand- writing is that ? 

31 Maj 1829. 6 

[ A Paper marked No. 4 was shown to the witness.'] 

Do you know whose hand-writing that is ? — That is my writing. 

[ Another Paper marked No. 5 was shown to the witness.] 

Whose hand-writing is that note ?— The note is my hand-writing ; but the writ- 
ing at the back of it is not my writing. 

Is that Mr. Hamilton’s writing?— I think it is; that explains the rest. 

N° 3. Appx. (B) [A Bill of Exchange for 1 00 l, dated London, 1 1 th April 1 806 was shoion 

to the witness.] 

Will you look at that bill with the endorsements upon it ? — This I remember very 
well ; that bill was drawn for Lady Barrington in London. 

Is the endorsement at the back of it Mr. Hamilton’s writing ?— I think it is Mr. 
Hamilton’s writing. 

[A Paper marked No. 6 was shown to the witness.] 

Will you look at that note and the endorsement at the back of it? — I recollect 
that that is my writing. This is a bill I drew upon him, which was cashed by 
Messrs. Shaw and Company. 

N° 3. Appx. (B) [A Bill of Exchange dated 1 st of November 1 805 was shown to the witness.] 

Do you recollect that bill? — Yes, that is my writing, certainly. 

N* 8. Appx. (B) [A Bill of Exchange, dated London , 2 1st November 1 805, was shown to the witness.] 
Do you recollect that bill ? — That I recollect very well, it was paid. I wish to 
make one single observation, that having no recollection whatsoever of the details of 
the transactions with Mr. Hamilton, now laid before me by the Committee, I can 
only say, that there were dealings between me and Mr. Hamilton of a pecuniary 
nature for thirteen years, much of it by bills occasionally drawn by me when I had 
occasion for money, and generally cashed for me by Messrs. Shaw and Company, 
as well as I recollect. There was a balance claimed by Mr. Hamilton from me 
at the date I think of one of those papeis I saw, or something near it, and I 
allowed Mr. Hamilton, or some persons under his instructions, to sell my house 
in the country, I being in England part of the time, which he did I think, to a per- 
son of the name of Brady, fori think, as well as my recollection carries me, 900 l. 
part of which 900/. he did appropriate to pay any balance that was due to himself 
upon my account. Whether it was a mixed account or what account, from my 
immediate recollection, I cannot say, but this I positively and decidedly assert, that 
one farthing of any monies in his hands as mentioned never rested with me, though 
perhaps advanced on my private account or advantage ; and I have got some me- 
morandums which remind me of other sums, which at that period were paid to me 
to a very large amount, a part of which went into the hands of Mr. Hamilton ; 
I recollect one of those orders, which was made for him to pay in a sum which 
was in his hands with interest. He came to my house, and he expostulated with 
me for ordering him to pay interest upon a sum which he said had been in a mixed 
account between us, and which he was not entitled to pay interest, or because it 
was not detained by himself altogether for his own purposes, I remember that • 
I think I can account for all these bills. Here is a bill for 200/. upon Bell and 
Higginson, bearing date the 21st of December 1805 ; that bill was drawn by me 
in London upon Mr. Hamilton, in favour of Messrs. Bell and Higginson. Mr. 
Henry Dean Grady, the present counsel to the Commissioners of Ireland, and" 
Mr. Casey, who I believe is one of the county chairmen in Ireland, were in' Lon- 
don together ; and Mr. Grady and myself having occasion for money in London, 
I said I would draw upon Dublin for a sum of money, and that he would pay me 
when he went over. I did draw this bill for 200/., and Mr. Henry Dean Grady, 
so well as I recollect, received a considerable proportion of it. It was accepted by 
Mr. Hamilton I see, and it was, I believe, afterwards paid by Mr. Hamilton, and 
shortly after I came over, Mr. Henry Dean Grady gave me an order on the 
Solicitor of the Revenue for the sum of 300 1. as well as I recollect, which 
I did hand to Mr. Hamilton. As well as I recollect it was for 300/., but I know 
it exceeded the bill that I drew. This also reminds me of the circumstance, that 
I gave Mr. Hamilton the money. The estate of a gentleman of the name of 
Bowen, in Dublin, ovred me near 6,000/., and he agreed to give me 2,500/. by his 

own 
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bills at certain dates. He did so, and Mr. Henry Dean Grad y, about the ^ to 

Imp oeriod. purchasing a country-house near Dublin, gave some of those bills in v __ , 

purchase of the house and gave me the money ; I think it was 1,500 i. he gave 1 me ^ lga9 . 

L that time, but am not sure. I was a person who, I am ashamed to say, never 
f ‘ an account in my life ; I left my concerns into whosoever hands they fell, and 
fhad to deal in general with fair people ; Mr. Hamilton was a very honest man an 
incorruptible man, that is m, opinion of him, and I never did keep any account of 
...» dealing with Mr. Hamilton, nor had I any knowledge whatsoever, nor had I the 
least recollection when this inquiry first commenced that I had any detailed deal- 
ings that I could recollect. The sums which Mr. Hamilton received from me 
whatever the dealings between us were, exceeded any balance that he required ot 
me - and I continue positively to assert, that one farthing of the money never re- 
mained in my possession for my private use or advantage ; I had no occasion foi it 
at that time. Another circumstance occurs to my recollection In the month, I think, 
of February ,806, I went to England, and I believe I left Mr. Hamilton, or gave 
him a receipt for a sum or the actual money that was notified to me to be received 
at the Treasury for me by King's letter, of I think 750 1 . to be applied by him 
as Lady Barrington directed, who remained in my absence, after settling any thing 
due to himself. I recollect that in December 1806, I went to Mayo, and re- 
turned from Mayo about January, and I had had a credit from Sir John Browne for 
I think from 1,000 1 . or as I recollect unlimited, upon the bank of Messrs. 

Gleadowe and Company. I was going to England upon a petition of Sir John 
Browne’s, and before I went away, 1 think I gave a draft upon Gleadowe for 
4 or 500/., or some considerable sum, to a clerk of Mr. James Blacker, • 

Mitchell, who kept the account which I and many gentlemen of eminence at the 
bar there had with Mr. Blacker, who was a clothier in Dame-street, born a gentle- 
man, and who acted with them as a sort of banker, not m his public hooks but a 
private book was kept by Daniel Mitchell for me and other gentlemen of more 
eminence than myself. To the best of my recollection I drew an order or a cheque 
upon Gleadowe and Company, and I think it was for 4 or 500/. I am not sure, and 
I gave it to Mr. Daniel Mitchell, with directions to hand it to Mr. Hamilton to 
pay some balance that he said was due by me, and pay money for me. 1 cannot 
be positive or be accurate as to sums, dates, and things at this time that I never 
thought of since. I went down with Mr. Gleadowe to a country-house 1 had 
which was twenty miles from Dublin, Lady Mayo’s, which I had purchased ; and 
Mr. Hamilton came down to me there, after he had received that sum, or some 
money of mine, 1 think the first or second week in January 1807 or 1 80S ; and 
Mr. Mitchell also came down and saw me there ; I remember both of them, and he 
there told me that he had settled with Mr. Pineau, that he had paid him no interest 
and that he was very sorry that he had settled it all ; l remember that circum- 
stance perfectly ; for that he then doubted if the American claimant from I think, 

New Brunswick, was not a fictitious claim brought by Mr. Hawkins, whom he 
called a schemer (and so appears on the face of the Report), the same way as he 
had done in another cause, the name of which I forget ; I think the cause iof the 
Malvin, in which it appeared that Mr. Hawkins had signed the consent tor himself 
to receive the money, which Mr. Pineau had made a rule of court, and paid to 
him without the judge’s knowledge, without my knowledge. I remember that 
conversation taking place between me and Mr. Hamilton perfectly, because 1 got 
several accounts of how every cause stood in the court, in ordei to a e over o 
England, where a new arrangement was making ; he also gave some lists to Lord 
Redesdale the chancellor. These facts have been called to my recollection since 
I sat down here, hut very plainly. So far goes the general assertion that I made, 
that if money was laid out for me or by me (which till reminded now 1 had not the 
most distant recollection of) through Mr. Hamilton, not one single tarthing of it was 
retained by me, or was lost to any body, nor remained out of Mr. Hamilton s posses- 
sion at any period more than a few months, if so much ; and that no act whatsoever 
was done then by me which I conceived or do conceive was any injury, or could have 
been so either to the Crown, the court, or any suitor, inasmuch as Mr. Hamilton 
had in general more money of mine ; and after I quitted Ireland he found that 
there wts a trifling balance due on all accounts in my favour, and he paid it to Lady 
Barrington, and died in about a year and a half after, professing the greatest attec- 
tion for me. This bill, marked No. 3, was drawn by me for 305/; for what reason 
it was drawn for that sum I cannot say, except for the discount ; but it was drawn 
upon Mr. Hamilton, and given in by me to my general bankers, Shaw, JNeedtiam 

•-> 93 - 1 2 
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Jonah String. S,rt ™" ,pan 5 SL Ml E " gliSh , bill ', d ' rected ‘“Lady Barrington, Sloane-street, 

X ^-Lj I ^ ndo " ’. and that f " a ? re P la “«l by me, by Mr. Grady’s order upon the soli- 

• i May ,809. u OT n the , nvenue - he beln S c °™?' to the revenue, for 300 a part payment of 
Mr. Bowen s 2,500/. to me; that I recollect perfectly. They were both repaid 
by orders upon the solicitor of the revenue, or of Mr. Grady. With regard 
to this paper, marked No. 4, that is what it purports to be ; it is an I O U to 
Mr. ratrick Hamilton for a sum advanced to me at that period : it is in the nature 
of a promissory note to Mr Hamilton, for a sum paid to me to the amount of 
300/. gs. 2d. With regard to the paper marked No. 1, that is I dare say very 
right, because it appears that Mr. Hamilton advanced for me in some way 300/. 
and 200/. and that the interest was 5 ol. i 3 s. g d., making together 550 /. 1 A ad. • 
which 550/. 135. 9 d. I repaid him; therefore if Mr. Hamilton advanced that 
tor me 1 paid it, and that was a transaction between himself and me -that was 
no public transaction. 

Have you any recollection of the transaction ?— None, except what these papers 
call to my recollection. v p 

Does the sight of those papers recall the transaction to your recollection J_Ye» 
the part that is in my own hand-writing, but the endorsements / neoer saw before. 
Wdh regard to the paper marked No. 5, Mr. Hitchcock the attorney was preparing 
my deed of assignment of my country-house near Dublin at that period, and it wa! 
assigned and the amount principally received by Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Hamilton 
was the person that paid the fine of it for me at first. I was in court when 

1 d° “| ht -T* 1 P a,d the frae . of ’* by an ° rder u pon Mr. Hamilton for 400 1. ■ 

and afterwards when 1 was quitting it I sold it for 900 that is, Mr. Hamilton bad 
t sold for me by my direction, and Mr. Hitchcock the attorney, who is specified 
mUton' am^me rS ° n S ° W These are pnvate •"“““•■om between Mr, Ha- 
[A Paper marked No. 1 1 was shown to the witness .} 

Do you recollect that letter ?-That is all perfectly true; that explains the 
transaction I have been before mentioning, that that house was sold, and the pro- 
duce of it applied to Mr. Hamilton to make good any monies that he advanced 
to me. Mr. Hamilton I know had monies of his own at that period, because 
I knew he had got 1,1 oof. from Government for his trouble in going to England • 
and I recollect well his coming to my house (I being eternally tovolved in papers 
and business, and very careless of my own concerns always), and he told me that 
he had got such a sum of money, and that if I had any occasion for money he had 
some at my service ; and 1 think he did at that period leave some order for some 
hundred pounds ; I think he gave it to Lady Barrington that morning for me for 
she always kept my purse. I never kept more than a few guineas in my pocket in 
my life. I hated money, and I am very sorry for it. Whatever money I received 
I always gave it to her, or put it into the bank, or left it with Mr. Blacker • but 
Jhem ,°d “ CC0U T ;-n nd th erefore those <bings I had no recollection of till I saw 
them to day. I still repeat what I swore in my deposition, and will swear again if 

vi h STh" 7 ’? S °l, far fr ° m 6al "'" g ' 1 " aS a Ioser ’ and that the dealings^ had 
with Mr. Hamilton, where any money was advanced to me, I looked upon as 
a private debt which I was bound to repay, and which I did repay to one fkrthinv • 
and that during the period of these transactions money came into my hands and 
went out of them to a very large extent ; and that I account for it in this way Zt 
the election of Dublin, which I had just before stood, in which Mr. Lalouche the 
banker and I stood against another banker, Mr. Beresford and Mr. Ole cost me 
an enormous sum of money; and that Mr. Hamilton was one of the ’prhidpal 
persons who expended the money for me; and Mr. Richardson, the former mar- 

grZZ smchZh 0 ’ '" y "T 1 ? 1 age " tS; and a S reat sum of money (what I call 
great tor such a business as that) passed through the hands of Mr. Hamilton whom 

I made my temporary agent upon that election ; and Mr. Hamilton did My several 
sums fiom me which I see no account of there ; and all which 1 did gladly pal him in 
the way I have mentioned. A gentleman, Mr. Hampole, having previous^ did left 
r,bil3 y h h’r°i? n ° C “ sh ’ a " d fbe reversion of his estate^f ^S ay^’ ine 
farthmg of which I had not expected. I lost the estate, because he had nephiws’and 
nieces, but I got the money, partly through Mr. Bowen, and that money I kept no 
account of from the day I receiyed it til] the year , S 1 o, when it wasTan end Dur 
mg the tune of my transactions with Mr. Hamilton be was very much displeased 
upon one occasion, and that occasion was respecting the country- hi, se The su^ect 

of 
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of it I do not recollect at present, but I know it was owing to an impunctuality of 
mine, something about the purchase-money. He paid the purchase-money for me, 

I do believe out of his own pocket. I built considerably to it, and he sold it ; that 
is it was sold by my desire for him ; and that appears in the two last documents 
I mentioned. Every thing that I have seen as yet relates to transactions which 
were merely intended, at least I considered them as such when I made my deposi- 
tion and I consider them now, as having been confidential and private transactions 
between me and Mr. Hamilton ; and whether he lent me money out of his own 
fund or out of another, it appears by these papers, so far as I have gone, that he 
considered them all as private debts to himself ; and I do believe, that if the public 
offices were searched there would be no great criminality found in deputies 
sometimes lending money to their principals ; I could point out some cases where 
it exists at this minute. With regard to the note marked No. 6, Sir Thomas 
Lighton, Shaw & Co. were the bankers. Mr. Blacker frequently had money of 
mine in his hands, and I drew upon him in favour of Mr. Hamilton to pay that 
bill of Mr. Hamilton’s, which he accepted for me of 300/. That is the best ex- 
planation I can give of it at this very remote moment. With regard to the paper 
marked No. 7, I never saw' this before. It comes to the same as the I O IT that 
I was referring to just now. The only explanation I can give of this is what 
I have now given, for I have not had since 1812 any letter of Mr. Hamilton’s. 
I lost many material papers I had upon the business in the year 1812, but I still 
make the assertion, that all these were, I considered, private transactions between 
me and Mr. Hamilton, and the whole has been replaced ; nobody lost by it, and 
I never heard of it for twenty years. I again assert, that Mr. Pineau never paid 
one farthing, and it does not appear there that he ever did. All was replaced in 
that cause, if money was laid out for me, and I am sure there was by this paper, 
but of which I had no recollection. I sometimes had too much money at that period, 
and I was quite careless of how it was disposed of. I had an amazing establish- 
ment, and no man in Ireland could creditably lessen his establishment. At that 
period also Mr. Hamilton did get various bills discounted, that I did not like 
to put my name upon, by my desire, for which I gave him private I O U’s, 
which I do not see there, but I know he had them. Lord Arran and Lord 
Mount Morrice at times I joined in securities; but I got Mr. Hamilton to raise 
money for one of them, and I gave him private securities for a guarantee for 
the money, but I do not see them here; and there are many other papers in 
the cause which I wish had been brought, for one might have explained 
another. 

Do you remember whether a mandamus was moved for in the court of King’s 
Bench to oblige you to decide this cause ? — I recollect nothing of the kind ; I do not 
recollect that any mandamus ever was granted. There were prohibitions granted or 
writs of error, and one of them came to the Lords and was decided with me. With 
regard to the Redstrand derelict, I can state a fact which I did not know till yes- 
terday. It appears on the report, that Mr. Pineau stated that, in the Redstrand 
derelict, he paid John Wycherley, salvor, 9/. 12 s. 9 d., whereas it was stated to 
me yesterday by the King’s proctor, that he had requested the Committee to send 
for the report on that case to Dublin, and that he believed it had arrived. I asked 
him the purport of that report. He informed me that Mr. Pineau had stated what 
was not the fact, for that Mr. Wycherley’s cause came on to be heard in the year 
1815, a year after the time he said he paid him, and that the cause was dismissed, 
and that it was there admitted that the proceeds were in court. Whether that 
report made, he says to the Irish Government, has been returned or not I cannot 
say. That report throws a great deal of light upon that part of the transaction. 
With regard to the papers that have been shown to me, I only wish to say that there 
is nothing in any of them which reflects the least dishonour upon my character. It 
appears that there was money advanced to me by Mr. Hamilton. I give my 
positive testimony that every thing was replaced by Mr. Hamilton, and that I do 
not feel myself at all responsible for any thing more after the lapse of time that 
has passed than the settlement which took place between me and Mr. Hamilton at 
various times. Not a settlement indeed, for I never settled at all ; there never 
was an account pro and con between us that I recollect ; and it appearing upon 
the report that Mr. Pineau says himself that he did not know how the case of the 
Nancy stood without the aid of an accountant, it is rather difficult to call to my 
memory transactions so excessively remote, and the very names of which have 
escaped from my recollection for more than twenty years. I have nothing further 
293. I 3 to 






Cj 

Sir 

Jonah Barrington . 
21 May 1829. 
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Sir . to add than to say, that I feel gratitude to the Committee for their conduct to me; 

Jonah Barrington. jj U t j sa y j t j s t ]j e m ost severe court prosecution that ever existed in this world, to 
drag a man of seventy-one from his comforts and. his family (having retained nothing 
ai May 1829. jj Ut UJ y sa i ar y) f or no crime. I made an application to the Duke of Wellington to 
increase my salary : the Duke of Wellington, I believe, would be willing to do so, but 
the law does not permit him ; but I had no idea that I was criminal, and I do not 
so consider myself. I never did a voluntarily dishonourable act since I was born. — 
Sir Henry Meredyth knows me well, and so did every man of rank in my time, and 
they all know me incapable of it. Whatever I say I wish to be taken down. As 
a further evidence I would wish to examine the solicitor-general of Ireland ; 
I would wish to examine him to this: I have rested this case upon saying 
that I consider it a private and not a public transaction, and that it could 
not be done with any culpable design. He was one of the Commissioners of 
Inquiry in 1817 ; he examined Mr. Pineau, and Mr. Pineau did not mention to 
bim at that period any thing whatever respecting any charge against me. He has 
known me since he was a young man, and he knows both my reputation and my 
character, and as this is an impeachment on my character, I think it is only fair 
' that I should be able to put upon record the opinion given of me by respectable 
people as well as the opinion given of me by Mr. Pineau. I can mention now 
another circumstance with respect to the Redstrand derelict, which was put into 
my mind by a nobleman here, and I know how that 200/. was applied, or part 
of it ; I recollected it only yesterday. The present Lord Glentworth married a 
relative of mine ; his wife is my niece ; his father wished to take steps in the 
Prerogative Court to set aside that marriage, and they thought it necessary to go 
to Scotland, and Mr. Hamilton went with them to Scotland, but he had not money, 
and he asked me and I gave him 125 guineas in gold. 

At what time was this ? — This was in the year 1 809, and Lord Glentworth, 
being in Scotland, drew upon me for the sum 01 200/. ; when the bill became due 
I had it not. Some of these papers refer to it, though I cannot say which. I had 
not the money, and I spoke to Mr. Hamilton for his friend Lord Glentworth, who 
took upon himself to provide for a child of his afterwards, and Mr. Hamilton did 
pay that bill, or he got me 200/. to pay it, and I paid that bill, and Lord Glent- 
worth afterwards sent me two English bank notes for 100/. each, which bank 
notes I did hand to Mr. Hamilton to make it good, and Lord Glentworth remem- 
bers the circumstance. He remembers the drawing of the bill, and he knows that 
it was not convenient to me to pay it. The marriage was in 1809, but the bill was 
drawn in 1810. I had an account with the bank, and a very large one on account 
of Mr. Blacker. Mr. Blacker prevailed upon me to put a great number of bills into 
the bank of Messrs. Gleadowe for him, which would not be discounted elsewhere, and 
Sir Thomas Gleadowe, did them to oblige me, and I drew them out for Mr. Blacker, 
he not dealing with Mr. Blacker, and Mr. Nolan was Mr. Blacker’s clerk. I re- 
member that transaction, and that appears upon the face of the books. The money 
lodged was 200/., the money drawn was 380/. odd ; those were bills of salesmasters 
in Dublin, every one of whom broke, and every farthing of which I lost. 



Daniel Pineau , 




Daniel Pineau, Esq. again called in ; and Examined. 

YOU have stated that you wish to give some explanation of the difference 
between the sum stated in the decree and the sum stated in the bill of costs ? — I wish 
to explain how it should happen that it should be stated here 7 6/. 45. 2 d., instead 
of the taxed costs which I saw on the last day I had the honour of being before 
the Committee. I see this 76/. 45. 2 d. is stated here to be the costs of the Crown 
and registrar’s fees, and I apprehend that if the bill of costs that I saw the last day 
here is put down in one sum, and if 29/. odd for the registrar’s fees is added to it, the 
two sums will make together 7 61 . 

There is a charge of 14/. in this bill of costs, is that one of the charges for 
poundage? — No, the poundage is a separate charge entirely. Upon the money 
being lodged in court, the registrar, by ancient practice and usage from time 
immemorial, has been entitled to deduct 5/. for the first 100/. and 2/. 105. for 
every too/, after, and that deduction upon goo/. 13s. 4 d. will make 29 /. odd. 

In the order for the payment to Mr. Bennett as proctor for the owners, it is 
stated that the salvors have received a sum of 100/., or thereabouts, how has that 
been paid to them ? — That had been paid to them by the marshal of the court, but 

if 
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if that had not been paid to them by the marshal of the court, there would have 
been lodged with him the 1,095/. 

There is an order for 200/., and the final decree in their favour is for 450/. 
How was the other 250/. paid ? — I do not know. 

Were you examined before the Commissioners of Inquiry in 1817? — I was. 

Did you make any statement of these transactions to them ? — I did not ; I was 
not asked. I was only one day examined, and I did not make any statement. 

What were you examined about ? — As to the fees of the office, and a table of 
fees, and some general questions respecting the office, but nothing of a particular 
nature. With respect to the acquiescence in not mentioning this matter before, 
I would beg leave to say two or three words upon that I was not injured by the 
payment of the 630/. until the 4th of February 1808. It was then for the first time 
that 1 became out of pocket in the transaction. There was then an interval between 
the total abandonment of the court by the judge of only two years and some months, 
for from August 1810 the judge was not in Ireland, and the letter that I got from 
the judge on the 1st of September 1810 was dated from London, and it did not 
state any place of residence of the judge in London, and from the general embar- 
rassed state of the judge’s affairs, and from his resisting the mandamus , and alto- 
gether from his whole conduct, I beg leave to assure this honourable Committee, with 
great sincerity, that I looked upon it as irrecoverably lost. 

Then you were aware of this debt due to you ? — I was aware that there was a 
debt due to me, but I was not aware of the extent of it ; I did not think it was 
so much. 

Were you called upon to repay this 600/. about the year 1808 ? — I paid the 
630/. to John Hawkins in 1808 ; on the 4th of February 1808, as appears by my 
receipt; and I have lost by that payment, and by the 200/. Latouche’s money — I 
have altogether lost five hundred and odd pounds. 

Have your accounts as registrar from the year 1 808 been passed, or are they 
forthcoming in any shape ?• — They are forthcoming ; they have never been audited ; 
it has never been the custom of the court to audit any accounts. There is another 
circumstance I beg leave to mention, the cause of the Diligence was at that time 
intermingled with some of the papers ; I beg to say that in the cause of the Dili- 
gence every shilling that came to my hands as registrar of the Court of Admiralty, 
was faithfully and duly, honourably and promptly applied ; and that out of that 
cause I did not nor had any opportunity of repaying myself any of that money of 
the 630/., and that in point of fact I did not get that money in any shape. 

Out of what money did you pay to Mr. Hawkins the 630/. in or about the year 
1811 ? — I had at that time in the cause of the Nancy about 83/. in my hands, and 
I paid the other part of that money out of my own pocket. 

When you were examined before the Commissioners of Inquiry you were desired 
to make a return to the Board of the several sums of money in your hands to 

the credit of any of the causes in the court, have you ever made such return ? — 

I have. 

Does this claim of yours appear in that return ? — No ; that return is of money in 
my hands, that is not of money due to me, but that is the balances that remained 
in my hands as registrar of the court. There is a petition of Mr. Hawkins to have 
his cause of the Nancy heard the 30th of September 1806; I submit to the 
Committee that they ought to put in that with the other papers. [ The 

witness delivered in the samel] Since I came to London I have received a 

letter from the marshal of the Court of Admiralty, and he requests that I will pre- 
sent it to the Committee in order to correct a mis-statement which he says the 
judge of the Admiralty has made in one of his printed returns respecting the parti- 
cular cause. 

[The witness was informed that the Committee could not enter into any 
other cause.] 

Have you any papers relative to the mandamus ? — Yes, I have ; they are simply 
an attested copy of the affidavit of John Hawkins, as the ground of the motion 
lor a mandamus , and extracts of the rules that I took relating to the mandamus, 
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72 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE BEFORE SELECT COMMITTEE 

Daniel Pineau, from the rule-books of the court of King’s Bench, and the original notice signed 
Esq. ' by Hawkins, given in April 1826, of the intention of applying for that mandamus. 

' [The witness delivered in the same.] 

ai May 1829. py y OU t a k e those extracts out of the books of the Court of King’s Bench ? — I 
did, with the utmost care and attention. 

Did you receive that notice ? — I received this notice from Mr. Hawkins, dated 
18th April 1806. It specifies that a motion would be made grounded upon an 
affidavit to be filed on the 22d of April 1806. I got this notice that the affidavit 
was filed for that mandamus , and I went to the King’s Bench office and I got the 
attested copy of the affidavit mentioned in this notice, and I took the abstract of 
the rules myself from the rule-book in the most accurate manner. 
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